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CURRENT TOPICS. 


’ * 

A sPECIAL general meeting of the members of the Incorporated 

Law Society will be held on Friday, the 24th of April next, at 

two p.m. Members who desire to move resolutions or to ask 

questions should give notice of them to the secretary on or 
before the 26th of March. 





WE GREATLY regret to learn that Mr. Registrar Crowes is 
suffering from serious illness, and that complete rest for some 
time has been ordered by his medical adviser. Mr. Wim1iam 
Trnpat Kiva has been appointed Deputy-Registrar during the 
absence of Mr. CLowEs. 





In REPLY to a question by Sir R. Rem in the House of 
Commons on Monday last, the First Lord of the Treasury 
announced that the Government Land Transfer Bill was pre- 
pared ; but, ‘‘in view of the not very rapid progress of Govern- 
ment measures,” he could not give any pledge as to when it 
would be introduced. 





Tur Lorp Cuter Jusriox, in his speech at the dinner of the 
Association of Municipal Corporations last week, took occasion 
to express publicly the opinion, which he said he had expressed 
privately, that an addition to the bench of the Queen’s Bench 
Division was ‘‘ undoubtedly urgently needed.” He pointed out, 
with justice, that that Division was “a kind of recruiting 
ground where, when a judge was wanted in any other quarter, 
a judge was looked for.” Although, no doubt, the present 
searcity of judges for the ordinary business of the division is 
explainable by causes which one would hope may be exceptional, 
this rogram 5 the authority best ualifed to ‘form bo 
opinion is enti to great weight. ithout eager om 
increasing the number of judges, authority might obtained 
to make an experimental appointment of an additional judge 
without power to appoint a successor. If, in course of time, it 
was found that the present number of judges was sufficient, no 
harm would be done, while the present relief would be great. 





_ Tux new Law List, which is just issued, appears for the first 
time with the imprint ‘‘Published by the authority of the 





Incorporated Law Society,” and will in future be the sole 
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authorized list for both branches of the profession. It is satis- 
factory to find that the list of accountants has disappeared, and 
that the work, which has for over a century constituted the 
guide to the members of the legal profession, is once more 
restricted to them, and commences a new career of usefulness, 
with new features in the shape of lists of the country law 
societies and other matter of special interest to solicitors. It 
may not, perhaps, be universally known that the fact that the 
Law List is published by the authority of the Commissioners of 
Inland Revenue makes the list of solicitors contained in it, under 


28 & 24 Vict. c. 127, s. 22, “evidence in all courts, and before 


all justices of the peace and others, that the persons named 


therein as attorneys, solicitors, or conveyancers holding such 


sertificates as aforesaid for the current year are attorneys, 
solicitors, or conveyancers holding such certificates.” 





Tux case of Re B., a Solicitor (reported elsewhere), is a 
valuable authority on the law of taxation. Some solicitors are 
in the habit of collecting rents and doing legal work for their 
clients, passing their accounts from time to time in a loose way, 
such as getting the client to sign the ledger after verbal 
explanations. In the event of a quarrel, it is not at all clear 
that they might not be called upon for regular bills extending 
back over the whole period when the verbal explanations were 
forgotten. It cannot be too often repeated that solicitors and 
clients are not treated as tradesmen and customers in the matter 
of settled accounts, and that agreements as to costs should be 
in writing. The idea, founded on the report of Re Thompson in 
the Law Reports (1894, 1 Q. B. 462), that a common cash 
account will do for a proper bill of fees, charges, and disburse- 
ments, is at once dispelled on a reference to some of the more 


accurate, though ‘‘ unauthorized,” reports. 





- Tue Lanp Cuanczs Bill, introduced by the Lord Chancellor, 
promises to be a very useful measure. It aims at simplifying 
the law with respect to judgments affecting land in two 
directions—by making the judgment more readily realizable, 
and by removing the necessity for searching the register of 
judgments. at the Central Office. In lieu of the present mode 
of execution by ¢/egit, it is proposed that the judgment creditor 
shall be entitled to a charging order charging specified land of 
the jud t debtor, or a specified interest of the judgment 
debtor in land, with payment of the amount of the judgment 
and of interest and costs. This charging order is to have the 
effect, of a mortgage deed, and consequently the judgment 
creditor will have all the powers of a mortgagee under the 
Conveyancing Act, 1881. The Bill does not provide, however, 
as & tly it ought to do, that the statutory power of sale 
shall immediately be exercisable. Without such provision the 
jud, creditor may find that he cannot realize his judgment 
until he has given notice for payment of the ‘‘ mortgage money,” 
and there has been three months’ default. Under the Land 
Oharges and Registration Act, 1888, writs and orders affecting 
land are now registered at the Land Registry Office, and search 
at that office is ordinarily sufficient for the protection of pur- 
chasers. But there is also the register of judgments at the 
Central Office, and—to quote the language of the memorandum 
to the Bill—‘‘searches are regularly made in it on 
fand at the expense of purchasers of land, though it is 
doubtfal what effect the registration of a judgment has, and 
whether the search is of any value.”’ It is proposed to put an 
end to this trouble and uncertainty by providing for the transfer 
to the Land Registry Office of the business now conducted in 
the Judgments Department of the Central Office, and, further, 
by making it clear that a judgment, whether obtained on behalf 
the Crown or otherwise, and whether obtained before or 
after the commencement of the Act, shall not operate as a charge 
on land, Every writ issued or order made for the purpose of 
enforcing a judgment against land will have to be registered in 
the register established under the Act of 1888, and if a pur- 
chaser on searching that register finds the land clear he need 
fear nothing from judgments. ‘The register of judgments 
apparently will be transferred to the toad Registry Office 
merely with a view to being closed. 





By ossErvine the analogy between commercial companies and 
municipal corporations the Court of Appeal have been able to 
draw a very useful’ distinction between notices summoning g 
meeting of a company and notices summoning a meeting of 
directors. In the case of @ corporation it may happen that 
certain kinds of business require to be transacted at 2 meeti 
of all the members of tne corporate body, and unless the date of 
the meeting is fixed by charter or custom it is essential that the 
notice calling the meeting should specify the business which ig 
to be done. In Zhe King v. Hili (4 B. & OC. 426), where 
question arose as to the election of burgesses of the borough of 
Monmouth, it ap that the election lay with the whole bodj 
of burgesses, but the day of election was left indefinite. It was 
said (per Baytzy, J.) that no burgesses could be legally 
assembled for the purpose of election unless notice of the 
purposes of the meeting had been given to each burgess residing 
within the limits of the borough, or unless all the electors were 
present and consenting. But in The King v. Pulsford (8 B. & 0. 
350), where the election of ‘‘ capital burgesses’’ of the city of 
Weils rested with the common council, this circumstance was 
laid hold of to distinguish the case from Zhe King v. Hill. It 
was the business of the common council to be “ aiding and 
assisting the mayor from time to time in all causes and matters 
touching and coneerning the city,” and it was the duty, there- 
fore, of the councillors to be ready, whenever summoned, to deal 
with such business as might arise. Hence a meeting for the 
election of a capital burgess was properly held although the 
notice convening the meeting did not state the business which 
was to be transacted. The Court of Appeal have relied on this 
case in reversing the decision of Norru, J.in La Compagnie de 
Mayville v. Whitley. According to the above distinction between 
a meeting of all the corporators and a meeting of a select 
committee, the notice convening a meeting of a company must 
(save as to business usually assigned to an ordinary meeting) 
state the business which is to be transacted, and this, indeed, is 
generally provided for by the articles. A notice convening a 
meeting of directors, on the other hand, need conéain no such 
statement. Norru, J., had held that it ought at any rate to 
specify business of peculiar importance, such as the appointment 
of directors and the allotment of shares, but such a rule leaves 


the matter indefinite, and the principle adopted by the Court of’ 


Appeal is more satisfactory. In some companies the issuing of 
notices specifying the business to be taken at a board meeting 
may be a convenient practice, but to insist on this as necessary 
to the validity of the meeting would be a very serious hindrance 
in the management of companies. 





Tue Companixs Brit which has been introduced in the House 
of Lords by Lord Dvupizy is substantially identical with the 
draft Bill prepared last year by the Board of Trade Committee. 
It will be remembered that the committee in their report laid 
stress upon the importance of not interfering unnecessarily with 
the carrying on of company business. After referring to the 
enormous amount of capital invested in companies in this 
country—an amount estimated to exceed by £315,000,000 the 
combined capital of French and German companies—the report 
proceeded : ‘‘ It is obvious that legislation affecting interests of 
this magnitude and widespread character demands great caution 
and care. Restrictive provisions, which may have the effect of 
either curtailing the facilities for the formation of companies 
which bring so much business to England, or of embarrassing 
the administration of companies, or deterring the best class of 
men from becoming directors, are not to be lightly entertained.” 
Drafted upon these lines, the Bill touches the formation and 
management of cotuanies in comparatively few points, although 
those are undoubtedly of primary importance. The proposal 
which naturally comes first is the enumeration of matters to be 
stated in the prospectus, and here the Bill may be expected to 
encounter a good deal of criticism. The principle enunciated 
in the report of the committee was that a prospectus upon 
which the public are invited to subscribe should not only not 
contain any misrepresentation, but should satisfy a high stan- 
dard of good faith ; and the ideal to be aimed at was stated to 
be that a prospectus should disclose everything which could 
reasonably influence the mind of an investor of average pra- 
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dence. Had the Bill, however, simply prescribed this as 
a general rule, the question of what matters ought to be 
disclosed would have been left, for practical purposes, very 
much at large, and clause 14 is intended to diminish the 
difficulty by specifying in thirteen paragraphs the points 
on which information is to be given. The various items 
will require careful consideration. Without at present enter- 
ing into details, it may be noticed that the BE vo, acon is 
intended to disclose the real facts relating to the sale of property 
to the company, and all amounts paid for promotion or for the 
subscription of shares. It was the proposal of the committee 
that this clause should not apply to a circular or notice inviting 
ivate subscriptions only for shares or debentures, but the 
Board of e have struck out this restriction, and, in its 
present form, the clause applies to all notices inviting subscrip- 
tions, whether public or private, except notices inviting existing 
members or debenture-holders to subscribe for further shares or 
debentures. One of the requirements is that the prospectus 
shall state the dates, parties, and short purport or effect of every 
material contract and every material fact known to any director 
or promoter of the company who is a party to the issue of the 
prospectus ; and it is subsequently provided that, for the pur- 
of the section, every contract and fact is material which 
would influence the judgment of a prudent inventor in determining 
whether he would subscribe for the shares or debentures offered 
by the prospectus. Under the Bill, therefore, the draftsman 
of a prospectus will have both to include all matters specifically 
required, and also bring his story up to the standard of this 
requirement. In other words, he must attain the ideal of 
prospectus-drafting laid down in the report of the committee. 





Arrer THE prospectus attention may be directed to the pro- 
visions with respect to allotment of shares and the holding of the 
first meeting of shareholders. There is no more frequent cause 
of disaster, said the report of the committee, than allotment 
upon insufficient capital. To avoid this, the Bill proposes that 
the memorandum or articles of association should fx the mini- 
mum subscription upon which the directors may proceed to 
allotment, pa in the event of this minimum not being reached, 
no allotment can take place. The Bill of the committee did not 
absolutely prohibit waiver of this requirement, though there 
was to be no waiver by an applicant for shares otherwise than 
by writing signed by him after he had received notice in writing 
of the deficiency of subscription and before allotment. The 
Board of Trade have disallowed this relaxation, and it is now 

posed that any condition requiring or binding an applicant 

or shares to waive compliance with the requirements of the 

clause shall be void. The provisions of clause 18 with respect 
to the first statutory meeting of the shareholders were intended 
by the Board of Trade committee to make the meeting a reality, 
and to utilize it for enabling the shareholders, if they think fit 
to do so, to review their position and prospects. For this pur- 
pose the clause requires the directors, at least seven days before 
the day of the meeting, to forward to every member of the com- 
pany a report stating generally the position and ts of the 
company, and also certain specified matters, including the total 
number of shares allotted, and the total amount in respect of 
such shares received by the company in cash. Clause 20, dealing 
with the registration of mu follows generally the proposals 
of the Bill of the committee, but the period within which registra- 
tion must take place is reduced from twenty-one days to seven. 
oom tion is oe. son a be age of bie to secure —— 
t mortgages of un or unpaid capital, mortgages which, 
if created by an individual, would equine téghitwalion as a bill of 
sale, and floating charges ; but it is provided that the require- 
ment shall not extend to liens by law or charges created in the 
ordinary course of business. A number of provisions relate to 
accounts and audit. Under the Bill it is no longer optional 
with companies whether they will have an audit or no, and 
auditors will be appointed in manner similar to that provided 
for banking companies by section 7 of the Companies Act, 
1879. These provisions, as well as that fora private detailed 
balance-sheet in addition to the shareholders’ balance-sheet, 
follow the of the Bill of the committee, but upon the 


Bow of Trade have followed the dissentient opinion of 
Vavenan Writtiams, J., in preference to the report of the 
committee. After a very full discussion the committee deter- 
mined not to recommend the filing of the balance-sheet with the 
registrar so as to be open to public inspection. The Board of 
Trade, however, have provided in the Bill (clause 28 (1) (d) ) 
that a copy of the balance-sheet shall be sent to the registrar 
within thirty days after the meeting at which it is presented, 
and it appears to follow that the balance-sheet will be open to 
public inspection. The view of the Board of Trade on this 
point is wholly op to the prevailing opinion of the com- 
mercial world, and we apprehend that in this the Bill 
will have to be amended. The Board of Trade, fo wing the 
report of the committee, have made no provision iT 
the formation of companies with less than seven bond 
shareholders. The only attempt to deal with ‘one-man comi- 
panies” appears to be contained in the provision of clause 36 
making it a ground of winding up that the company has been 
formed in fraud of creditors. 





In THE CASE Of Re Countess of Oxford, Cartwright v. Del Balzo 
(1896, 1 Ch. D. 257), Norru, J., held that estate duty under 
the Finance Act, 1894, ought, as between a sum specifically 
appointed out of certain settled property and the residue of the 
same property, to be borne rateably. The property consisted of 
money settled on trust to be laid out in the purchase of land, 
and was treated in the judgment as if it were land. The tenant 
for life died after the Act came into operation ; but it was not 
his property, and his executors had not to pay duty upon it: see 
section 6, sub-section 2. By section 6, sub-section 4 of the 
Act, “estate duty, so far as not paid by the executor, shall be 
collected upon an account,” deliverable by ‘‘the person accounf- 
able for the duty,”’ and that person, as appears from section 8, 
sub-section 4, is first the beneficiary, secondly the trustee, and 
thirdly every alienee or derivative holder. The enactments 
referred to belong to the group of sections headed ‘ Collection 
and Recovery of Duty and Value of Property,” and do not seem 
to be concerned with the question how the burden of the duty is 
to be borne as between beneficiaries. The only ress pro- 
vision on this subject is section 14, sub-section 1 of which is as 
follows: ‘‘In the case of property which does not pass to the 
executor as such, an amount equal to the proper rateable a 
of the estate duty’’ may be recovered by the person who has 
to pay the duty ‘‘from the person entitled to any sum charged 
on such property.” This section ‘‘contemplates that in all cases 
coming within it, if the executor or person who has to pay the 
duty . . . has paid the duty before handing over a share 
or a sum of money, then he may charge against the person to 
whom he is handing over the money, or recover from him, if 
necessary, the amount required for the duty” (per Norn, J., 
1896, 1 Ch. D. 262), but the section, it seems, only applies to © 
cases where the property does not to the executor as such, 
and the beneficiary has a charge on the property. e Bourne 
(41 W. R. 70, 1893, 1 Ch. D. 186), where the contest was 
between specific and residuary legatees of a testator’s own 
estate, as to the incidence of the probate and estate duties 
then payable, was pressed upon the court as shewing that the 
estate duty ought to be wholly borne by the fesidue of the 
appointed pro on the analogy of probate duty, but Norru, 
J., thought otherwise. ‘“ The ror case,” said his lordship, 
‘is quite different. . . . It is a case of property i 
under limitations with which the person dying has nothing to do, 
except that his death sets the Property free—which passes under 
those limitations to persons who take what is at the present 
time in equity landed estate; with to which there is no 
probate duty existing at all, and never was. Now, that being 
so, I must look at the provisions of this Act itself, and say u 
whom the estate duty payable in respect of real estate is to fall ; 
one 8 ee ee ee ; te ee oer oe 
u the beneficiary, and not w anyone else; on 
tebetiadary or benedeiaries, as the case may be, according to 
their respective interests” (1896; 1 Ch. 263), This appears to be 
a clear expression of judicial opinion as to the ultimate liability 
of all real estate to bear a rateable part of the new estate duty 





important point of the publicity of the latter balance-sheet the 


without any right to relief at the expense of other property, 
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though it may be said to be no more than a dictum as regards 
real estate devised by the person on whose death the property 

Norra, J., held that the sum specifically appointed was 
a. “sum charged ” on the property within the meaning of section 
14 of the Act, but thought that, independently of that section, 
the beneficiary must bear the estate duty payable in respect of 
that sum. 








THE RECENT ELECTION PETITIONS. 


Att the petitions arising out of the General Election of last 
year have been decided, with the exception of the recriminatory 
case and the scrutiny relating to St. George’s-in-the-East: this 
monumental case has dragged its slow length along for more than 
a month, and appears to be likely to occupy the court for a con- 
siderable time longer. Full reports of the decided cases are not 
yet accessible, but sufficient has appeared in the daily papers to 
enable us to gauge the importance of their bearing upon some 
of the points of difficulty which are familiar to all students of 
election law. 

Foremost amongst these is the question, When does the 
responsibility of a candidate commence? It is common know- 
ledge that there are certain classes of acts which are innocent, and 
even laudable, when done by a person who is neither a candidate 
nor a candidate’s agent, but which may have a very different 
complexion when the doer has assumed that capacity. Acts of 
charity may become bribery or corrupt treating; finding work 
for the unemployed may degenerate into illegal employment or 
illegal payment when the charitable donor or employer has 
entered upon his candidature for Parliament. It is therefore 
obvious that it is of the last importance in these cases to ascer- 
tain at what precise moment a person abandoned his status as a 
private individual, and began to play the more perilous part of 
candidate. 

It may at once be stated that the Corrupt Practices Act, 1883, 
preserves a discreet silence on this all-important question. As 
to municipal elections, the Municipal Corporations Act, 1882 (s. 
77), defines “‘ candidate” to mean ‘‘a person elected or having 
been nominated, or having declared himself a candidate for election” ; 
this definition, though of some assistance, leaves open to dispute 
the question, What amounts to a declaration of candidature? But 
as to Parliamentary elections, not even this amount of light is 
shed upon the question by the statutes. The extreme views on 
the one side and on the other may be said to be (a) that a man 
becomes a candidate as soon as he goes to a constituency and 
commences to hold political meetings with a view to standing 
for that constituency when an occasion offers itself, although no 
vacancy in the representation exists or is likely to occur for 
several years; and (4) that a man does not become a candidate 
until the writ to fill a vacancy has been actually issued. 

It is abundantly clear that neither of these views is correct. 
If the former were good law, every sitting member who intended 
to seek re-election, and any person who intended at some future 
time to oppose him, would be at all times a candidate, and it 
would ‘be a serious question whether the ordinary subscriptions 
of such a person to local institutions might not put his seat 
in danger; and his responsibility for the acts of any local 
political association which furthered his views would be a very 
grievous burden. This aspect of the question is referred to by 
Pottock, B., and Bruvosr, J., in the Lancaster case (Times, 25th 
January). The learned Baron did not agree that there was no 
distinction to be taken between an actual candidate and one who 
intended to be a candidate; and Brucz, J., held that it was 
unreasonable that a man who resided in a particular district and 
took there an active interest in political affairs should be 
sear from continuing that interest because he might one 

y stand for election. The opposite view that the candidature 
commences with the issue of the writ, if it could ever have been 
successfully urged, has been quite untenable since the judgment 
in' the Walsall case (1893, 4 O'M. & H. 123). Hawxins, J 


in dealing in that case with the commencement of the candidature 
as‘affecting the responsibility of the candidate for the acts of 
agents, uses which is perhaps the nearest approach to 
a definite rule that can be found in the election cases. He 
says, “TI cannot think that the period of candidature or the 





issuing of the writ or by the day of. nomination ; but I think 
that when an election is contemplated as probable in the courss 
of a few months, and it is well recognized that to secure the 
election of a particular candidate, active steps must be taken 
and every exertion made at once to secure that object, it cannot 
be reasonably said that there can be no agency to take such 
steps or to make such exertions until the immediate approach of 
the election by the issuing of the writ.” 

It is clear that the true view lies somewhere between the two 
extremes which have been formulated above. Where the ling 
is to be drawn must always depend upon the circumstancss of 
the particular case. This is the doctrine of the Walsall case and 
of the Rochester case (4 O’M & H. 156) which was decided in the 
same year; and the recent cases, of which Lancaster may be 
taken as an example, seem in no way to question that doctrine, 
though they do not throw any considerable light upon it. 

A similar difficulty often occurs as to the commencement of an 
election, questions often arising as to what expenses must be 
returned as election expenses, and what may be considered to 
have been incurred independently of the election. This question 
seems to have arisen in the Lancaster case and the Lichfield case 
(Times, 20th December). In the latter case Bruoz, J., is 
reported to have said that as soon as a candidate commenced to 
hold meetings in a constituency to advance his candidature, so 
soon as he began to take measures to promote his election, the 
election commenced, and all expenses afterwards incurred must 
be returned. Here, again, a fuller report would probably shew 
that the learned judge was rather dealing with the facts of the 
case before him than laying down a universal rule. 

The Haggerston case (Times, 11th February) was interesting 
from the different views taken by the judges (Wricur and 
Bruce, JJ.), not as to the law, but as to its application to the 
particular circumstances. There the respondent had paid fora 
number of free food tickets, which were distributed in the con- 
stituency during a time of great distress; neither judge seems 
to have been disposed to quarrel with this conduct on the part 
of the respondent. Why, Bruosz, J., asked, should the respon- 
dent alone harden his heart and refuse the relief of charity? 
But an indiscreet person, whom Wnricut, J., held to be an agent 
for the respondent, published a letter, in which the distribution 
of food was put forward as a ground for supporting the respon- 
dent at the poll; this, Wrieut, J., held, converted a praise- 
worthy act into either bribery or treating. But Brvoz, J., 
differing, the seat was retained. 

Allegations of bribery by charitable gifts and relief tickets 
played a prominent part in the St. George’s case (Zimes, 14th 
March), and Potzockx, B., there lays down some important 
principles for the decision of such questions. The distribution 
of charitable tickets dishonestly and colourably on a large scale, 
without due consideration of the needs of the persons to whom 
they are given, tends to a legitimate inference that there was a 
corrupt motive. Such charity, the learned Baron says, ‘‘is 
twice cursed, corrupting alike the giver and receiver.” But the 
dishonest and corrupt motive must be shewn. Where such an 
evil motive does not exist, ‘‘ there is no reason why a candidate 
should not be allowed to interest himself in relieving the distress 
of a poor constituency.” The question in each case is ‘‘ Whether 
the governing principle in the mind of the man was that he was 
doing something to corrupt the voters, or whether he was doing 
something which was a mere act of kindness or charity?” The 
views so expressed are in no way inconsistent with earlier cases 
which deal with this point, such as Zhe Stafford case (1 O’M. & 
H. 228), Zhe Windsor case (2 O'M. & H. 88) and Zhe Boston case 
(Zoid. p. 161). In the particular case before them, the Court 
(Potxock, B., and Brvoz, J.) held that, though it would have 
been more prudent for the candidate to have abstained from the 
immediate distribution of the relief, there was no evidence that 
his motive was corrupt. And they took the same view as to @ 
subscription given by him to aid the assertion of the coster- 
mongers in the constituency of their rights to trade in the 
streets, Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act notwithstanding. 

Another important question—as to the agency of political 
associations—was considered in the St. George's case. At an 
entertainment given by an association which was of the same 
political complexion as the ndent to the petition, tiekets 





‘pefiod of agency is to be limited either by the date of the 





res 
carrying with them the right to refreshments, were dis- 





March: 21, 1896. | 










ep comm HpreSreesa BEBE RAS 















stion 
1 case 
ad. to 
8, 80 
, the 
must 


lhew 
the 


ting 
and 
the 


or a 


ms 
art 
on- 
ty ? 
ent 
ion 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





(Vol. 40.] 349 








March 21, 1896. 





tributed by the officers of the association. It was held that the 
treating was not corrupt, and that the distributors of the tickets 
were not acting as agents for the respondent. But on this point 
it must be borne in mind that the entertainment was given at a 
time when no election was imminent. The same remark applied 
to the treating, by the respondent himself, of the members of a 
political club nearly three years before the election took place. 
This was held, under the circumstances, not to have been done 
to influence the election, and-to have been free from corrupt 
motive. 

Charges under the Corrupt Practices Act, 1895 (relating to 
false statements as to the character of a candidate) formed part 
of the case for the petitioner in the St. George’s case, and were 
practically the foundation of the whole petition in the Sunder- 
land case, but in both instances the facts fell very far short of 
the allegations, and no decision of permanent value has been 
obtained upon that Act. It is possible that the new statute will 
require consideration in the course of the St. George’s recrimi- 
natory case. 

In the Southampton case the commission of an illegality was 
clearly proved: there was power to relieve from its conse- 
quences, but this the judges, in the exercise of their discretion, 
declined to do in the case of one of the respondents on account 
of his having failed to repress certain acts of rowdyism on the 
part of his supporters. This decision has been severely criti- 
cized, but it must be borne in mind that relief from the conse- 
quences of an illegul act is an act of grace entirely in the 
discretion of the court, and they are justified in considering 
whether the general conduct of the election is such that the 
dispensing power ought to be exercised in the particular case. 


THE RECOGNITION OF RELLIGERENTS. 


Recent events between the Governments of Spain and the 
United States with regard to the position of the Cuban insur- 
gents justify a brief examination into the principles of Inter- 
national Law applying to the recognition by neutral nations of 
the rebellious subjects of a foreign power as belligerents. 

Varret lays it down esa doctrine that when a country is 
divided into parties by a civil war, each faction may be re- 
garded by a foreign power as belligerents, and help may be 
accorded to the side whose cause appears to be just. It is clear 
that such a view as this must receive some qualification. It is 
impossible to conceive that any foreign power could be permitted 
to judge of the purity of motives as atria the parties to a 
struggle for some political or social concession. Were such a doc- 
trine to be regarded as sound, it would warrant an intolerable 
amount of interference by nations in each other’s internal affairs, 
and would certainly provoke continual hostilities. It is not sur- 

rising to find that Cunsaes (International Law, 3rd English 
ition, p. 36) qualifies such a statement thus: ‘“‘ Until the 
revolution is consummated, whilst the civil war involving a con- 
test for the Government continues, other States may remain in- 
different spectators of the controversy, still continuing to treat 
the ancient Government as sovereign and the Government de 
Sacto as a society entitled to the rights of war against its enemy ; 
or may espouse the cause of the party which they believe to 
have justice on its side. In the first case the foreign State 
fulfils all its obligations under the law of nations ; col sales 
party has any right to complain, provided it maintains an im- 
partial neutrality. In the latter, it becomes, of course, the 
enemy of the party against whom it declares itself, and the ally 
of the other.” These expressions, as is pointed out by the 
American writer Hatixzck (International Law, English edition 
by Baker, 1878, p. 67), probably mean to refer merely to the 
legal results of such a declaration, and not to say that the justice 
or injustice of a cause would per se warrant extraneous interfer- 
ence. Healso points out that, judged thus, Varret’s statements 

me consonant with other portions of his work. 

It is, of course, interesting to see what American writers 
themselves consider to be the state of things which justifies the 
recognition of belligerency. WxxEaTon’s editor (sup. at p. 40) 
holds that “‘when a rebellion has assumed such proportions 
that it may, without abuse of e, be called a war, and 





when it is carried on by some species of organized government | outbreaks of cruelty to captives, or to inculcate upon its own 


or authority, neutral States a ize such révolted 
Government as a belligerent. i fa. sleagl tea taoeetion af 
fact, and ought in no case to give offence to the parent State.” 
In Dana’s edition of Wheaton, p. 34, it is laid down that “ the 
occasion for the accordance of belligerent rights arises when a 
civil conflict exists within a foreign State. The reason which 
requires, and which can alone justify, this step by the Govern- 
ment of another country is that its own rights interests are 
so far affected as to require a definition of its own relations to 
the parties.” He then proceeds to examine the causes which 
justify interference, and concludes that there must be a state of 
war—t.¢., powers and rights of war must be actually in operation. 
Some pregnant words follow: ‘‘As to the relation of the 
foreign State to the contest, if it is solely on land, and the 
foreign State is not contiguous, it is difficult to imagine a call 
for the recognition.” Again, he proceeds: ‘‘If it [¢.¢., a foreign 
nation | issues a formal declaration of belligerent rights prema- 
turely, or in a contest with which it has no complexity, it isa 
gratuitous and unfriendly act.” 

Before commenting on these dicta, let us contrast them with 
the opinions of the eminent international lawyer, Mr. Hatt, In 
brief, he regards the true ground for recognition of belligerency 
to be based upon a ibility of a foreign nation’s interests 
being prejudiced by hostilities, in which one side has not the 
enjoyment of belligerent privileges, so that recognition becomes 
a reasonable measure of self-protection. This condition is 
attained when hostilities approach the foreign nation’s border, 
and is inseparable from their extension to the ocean. It is 
perhaps unnecessary to enter into any disquisition as to the 
objects sought to be gained by recognition of belligerency by 
way of illustrating indirectly the circumstances under which 
it is by International Law permissible. Shortly put, the result 
is to place such foreign nation in the position of a neutral 
between two legitimate combatants, unless, as Mr. Hatt says’ 
(International Law, 1895, at p. 32), the good faith of the 
recognition can be impugned, a circumstance which would be 
sufficient to support the right to satisfaction by war. More- 
over, the effect of the recognition is to endow the insur- 
gents with rights and duties identical with those of a state 
as between them and the foreign country in question. With- 
out the recognition of war, neutrals need not respect blockades 
or permit their merchant vessels to be searched on the high 
seas. Again, considerations of humanity come into the 
question, the lack of recognition exposing insurgents to the 
danger of being treated as traitors or pirates. Mr. Hatt 
points out that various acts of cruelty might be perpetrated 
were no recognition of belligerency accorded.. Prisoners might 
be executed as criminals, instead of being treated as civilized 
countries treat their enemies. Another result is to benefit the 

arent State by renagy fey from responsibility for acts done 
] the revolutionists. This is clearly put. by the American 
writer Wuirmvc (War Powers under the U.S. Constitution, — 
48rd ed., p. 333), who observes that the concession of bel- 
ligerent rights by a European power to the Confederate States 
during their struggle released the United States from all claims 
for injuries inflicted upon subjects of that power by the in- 
surgents. 

The foregoing considerations therefore lead to the conclusion 
that to justify recognition of i cy the following cir- 
cumstances should be present. There should be war in the 
sense specified; there should also be an organized Covern- 
ment. It is more than questionable whether either of these 
conditions are in force with regard to Cuba. The foreign country’s 
interests should be prejudiced, so that the recognition is a matter 
of self defence. The struggle, if on land, should be contiguous 
to the foreign country’s borders. If the ocean is the scene of the 
struggle, larger considerations will apply. No doubt a small 
number of American vessels have been stopped, but surely under 
no circumstances calling for the recent dedication. Tbe mercan- 
tile marine of the world is not affected, or else this country, as 
the possessor of the largest share, would have had reason to 
complain. The borders are not contiguous, and so far as can 
be judged no commercial interests of im are prejudiced. 
Does the Government of the United States, then, profess to act 
in the interests of humanity with a view to restrain any 
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Citizens the necessity of respecting blockades and submitting to 
gearches, or does it desire to absolve Spain from any pecuniary 
lose due to the insurrection? It is rather difficult and delicate 
to determine, but on the whole it does not seem unreasonable 
that the Spanish Government should have at once considered the 
action of the United States to be unfriendly. 

Perhaps the most important instance of the recognition of 
belligerency was that on the part of this country towards the 
Confederate States in 1861. ‘Then seven States formed a 
union with a Constitution intended to become permanent; 
actual war was in existence; letters of marque were being 
issued ; and a large stretch of coast was in the hands of insur- 
gents, which stretch was subsequently declared to be under 

ade. Under these circumstances the British Government 
declared its recognition of belligerency. These circumstances 
are very different to those now existing in Cuba. 





LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


CuurcH PaTRONAGE.—The Benefices Bill, introduced by Viscount 
CRANBORNE, which has been read a second time in the House of 
Comwons, and referred to the Standing Committee on Law, consists 
of three parts. The first deals with the transfer and exercise of 
Church patronage, the second with admission to benefices, and the 
third contains provisions as to the adequate discharge of the duties 
of benefices. In Part I. the material clause is the first. This pro- 
vides that no transfer of a right of patronage shall be valid which 
does not transfer the whole right of the transferor ; in the event of a 
transfer after the passing of the Act, the transferee is debarred from 
exercising the right of presentation for a year after the transfer, any 
vacancy within that period being filled up by the Crown; at the 
same time the transferee is to retain his right of patronage under 
such circzmstances, if he gets a certificate from the bishop that the 
right may properly be exercised by him; a transfer of a right of 
patronage made within a year after the institution of an incumbent 
ig to be void; transfers of rights of patronage are to be void when 
provision is made for the postponement of any part of the considera- 
tion for more than three months after the agreement for sale; and 
there are provisions making void any charge or incumbrance on a 

of patronage, and prohibiting the transfer of any right of 
by means of a public auction. 


BurGLARY.—The Burglary Bill, introduced by the Lord Chan- 
cellor, proposes that, notwithstanding anything contained in the 
Quarter Sessions Act, 1842, a court of quarter sessions shall have 
jurisdiction to try a person charged with burglary. The Act of 
1842 excluded burglary from the jurisdiction of quarter sessions as 
being a felony punishable with penal servitude for life. In the case 
of small burglaries, however, there is no reason why the offence 
should not be dealt with at quarter sessions and the assizes conse- 

mently relieved. The Bill enables justices to make the necessary 
distinction, by directing them to commit for trial at the assizes, 
unless, owing to the absence of arms, of personal violence, or of 
any circumstances which make the case a grave or difficult one, they 
think it expedient, in the interests of justice, to send the person 
charged for trial at quarter sessions. The Bill has been read a 
second time in the House of Lords. 


JUVENILE OFFENDERS.—The Summary Jurisdiction (Whipping) 
Bill introduced by the Lord Chancellor, which has been read a second 
time by the House of Lords, proposes that in the case of the convic- 
tien of boys under fourteen by a court of summary jurisdiction, the 
court if they think it expedient to do so, may, either in substitution 
for or in addition to any other punishment, order the boy to be 
privately whipped. Thereupon he is to be whipped with not more 
than twelve strokes of a birch rod by a constable in the presence of a 
ome officer. The parent or guardian of the boy, if he desires, is 
to be entitled to be present. 





CORRESPONDENCE. 


UNCERTAINTY IN CHARITABLE GIFTS. 
[Yo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir, —Referring to your article under the above heading, Mr. Jus- 
tice Stirling might have referred to the use of the word “ chari- 
table” in the service for the public baptism of infants in the Prayer 
Book in the following sentence: ‘‘ Nothing doubting, but that he 
favourably alloweth this churituble work of ours,” &c. 


Combs, Stowmarket, March 12. 


REVIEWS. 
LICENSING LAW. 


Tue Law AND Pracrice oF Licensine. By Gzorce JoHN Taxgor, 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Son (Limited); Sweet & Maxwelj 
(Limited). 

This is a handy little text-book of the licensing laws worked up 
with great care in the form of a digest. It is extremely useful as g 
guide to the complicated branch of law with which it deals. But it 
appears to aim at two objects which, if not inconsistent, are certainly 
difficult to reconcile and realize at one stroke. As a practitioner's 
text-book it is too condensed and complicated with multitudinous 
cross references. Asa parliamentary druftsman’s preliminary digest 
for a consolidatory statute itis effective, but not complete ; the author 
confessedly throwing up the task when he reaches the subject of 
excise licenses ; nevertheless, for this purpose it would be a most valu- 
able help, especially if the parliamentary draftsman were disposed to 
be a vigorous innovator in style. 

The author is not always judicious in consulting the habits of 
ordinary readers. His ‘‘ transfer license” as distinguished from the 
statutory “transfer of a license” is needlessly confusing. His 
classification of licenses without respect to ‘‘ on”’ and “‘ off’’ licenses; 
and his adoption of the antiquated term “ alehouse”’ to represent the 
“ desirable fully-licensed public-house’’ of the auctioneers and the 
public are other instances. He is undoubtedly entitled to use any 
term which he clearly defines, and we have no objection to the 
general clearness of his definitions. But such little matters shew a 
lack of readiness to grease the wheels of a book. It is an interesting 
effort, and with a little more elbow-room and adaptability might be 
very effective as a text-book. 


REVISION OF STATUTE LAW. 


EnGuisH STATUTE LAW REVISED. BEING AN ANALYSIS OF THE 
EFFECT OF THE LEGISLATION OF 1895 UPON EARLIER STATUTES 
RELATING TO ENGLAND. By Paun STRICKLAND, Barrister-at- 
law. William Clowes & Sons, Limited. 


This publication will be of much assistance to the hard-worked 
practioner by enabling him rapidly to gauge the precise effect of the 
legislation of 1895 upon English public general statutes of previous 
years. Taking the amended statutes in chronological order, Mr. 
Strickland deals with them in the following manner—namely, where 
a section has been altered, either by the omission, addition, or sub- 
stitution of words, it is printed in large type in its amended form, 
while, on the other hand, the effect of amendments which do not 
alter the text of a statute is briefly indicated in a note printed in 
small type under the title of the Act affected. The principal 
textual] alterations occur in the Friendly Societies Act, 1875 (38 & 39 
Vict. c. 60), the Factory and Workshops Act, 1878 (41 & 42 Vict. ¢. 
16), and the Factory and Workshop Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vict. c¢. 55). 
We would suggest that where, as in the case of section 14, sub-section 
(1) of the first-named statute, the amendment takes the form of 
additional words, it would be better to indicate such amendment by 
italics than by inverted commas, which do not so readily arrest 
attention, and that, when part of a section is repealed, it might some- 
times be safer to print such in italics than to omit it altogether. 
The Table of Public General Acts for 1895 is _ in an appendix. 
Should the present publication prove successful, as we hope it will, 
it is intended to contiuue it as an annual series. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


A Digest of the Law of Libel and Slander; with the Evidence, 
Procedure, Practice, and Precedents of Pleadings, both in Civil and 
Criminal Cases. By W. Buaxe Opaers, M.A., LL.D., Q.C. Third 
Edition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The Sale of Goods Act, 1893 ; including the Factors Acts, 1889 and 
1890. By his Honour Judge CHALMERS (Draftsman of the Act). 
Third Edition. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 


Selden Society. Select Cases from the Coroners’ Rolls, a.p. 1265- 
1413; with a Brief Account of the History of the Office of Coroner. 
Edited for the Selden Society by CHarLEs Cross, Ph.D., Assistant 
Professor of History, Harvard University. Bernafd Quaritch. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
HOLT & CO. v. SAUNDERS, GREEN, & CO.—No. 2, 16th March. 


Trape-Mark — Recrirication or Reaisterm — Worp ‘“Trinsy’’? m 
Orvinany Typr—Name or InprvipvaL—Fiorrriovs OHaRACTER—PATENTS, 
&c., Acts, 1883-1888, s. 64 (1), (a), (B), (D), (s). 

This was an appeal from the decision of North, J., reported ante, p. 99, 
and 44 W. R. 269. The plaintiffs brought this action to n the 
defendants from infringing their trade-mark, which consisted of the 
word ‘‘ Trilby ” in ordinary type and was registered in class 38 for aprons, 
gloves, &c. The defendants moved to rectify the register of trade-marks 
by striking off this mark, and North, J., allowed the motion, his lordship 
being of opinion that sub-sections (a) and (b) were the only sub-sections 
of section 64 of the Patents, &c., Act, 1888, which dealt with names, and 
that as ‘* ‘Trilby’’ did not come within either of those sub-sections, it 
must be struck off the register. The plaintiffs appealed. Section 64 of 
the Patents, &c., Act, 1883, as amended by section 10 of the Patents, &c., 
Act, 1888, provides that for the purposes of the Act a trade-mark must 
consist of or contain at least one of the following essential particulars : 
‘* (a) A ngme of en individual or firm printed, impressed, or woven in 
some particular and distinctive manner ; or (+) a written signature or copy 
of a written signature of the individual or firm applying for registration 
thereof as a trade-mark ; or (c) a distinctive device, mark, brand, heading, 
label, or ticket ; or (d) an invented word or invented words; or (e) a word 
or words having no reference to the character or quality of the goods, and 
not being a geographical name.”’ 

Tue Court (Linpuex, Kay, and A. L. Smirn, LJJ., Kax, LJ., 
dissenting), allowed the appeal. 

Livoiey, L.J., after referring to section 64 said: This section must be 
taken in connection with other sections of both Acts, and jally in 
connection with sections 68 to 76 of the Act of 1883. The decisions, how- 
ever, on that portion of section 64 of the Act of 1883, which relates to 
fancy words and words not in common use, are inapplicable to the section 
which has been substituted for it, and which does not contain those words. 
Clauses (a) and (+), however, remain unaltered. The word “ Trilby”’ can 
clearly be registered as a trade-mark. No one disputes this. ‘ Trilby”’ 
is either the name of an individual, and within clause (a) of section 10 of 
the Act of 1888, or it is a word within clause (e) of that section. The 
difficuliy is to determine which of these two it is. ‘“‘Trilby”’ does not 
come within any of the other sub-sections of section 10. It may have 
been once an invented word within clause (d), but it long ago became too 
well known to fall under that head. On the other hand “ Trilby”’ is not 
& geographical name, nor has it any reference to the character or quality 
of goods. The argument that it has is ingenious, but unsatisfactory. To 
what character or quality does the word refert The only answer sug- 
gested is that, when used with articles of ladies’ clothing, it has reference 
to such articles as are fit for a lady, or for such a person as “ Trilby.” 
This is too fanciful and far-fetched for any practical purpose. Re Harris’ 
Trade-mark (9 Pat. Rep. 492), in which the Beatrice shoe was in question, 
turned on the fancy word clause in the Act of 1883, and not on the Act 
we have now to consider. The same observation applies to Re Banks and 
Jaines’ Trade- mark (44 W. R. 32), the ‘‘ Shak ” cigar case. I do 
not think that the word *‘ Trilby”’ can fall both within clause (a) and 
within clause (ec). It must, I think, fall within one or the other, but not 
within either at the option of the person desiring to register it. If 
“ Trilby,” or any other word, is the name of an individual within clause 
(a), it may be registered, but then it must be “‘ printed, impressed, or 
woven in some ular and distinctive manner.”’ Phis condition is essen- 
tial to protect other persons of the same name in the right to use it in 
their own trade. It was contended that a person might register his own 
name under (e), and that other persons of the same name would be pro- 
tected by the proviso clause (3). But clause (3) is a proviso to clause (2), 
and not to clause (1), which states what may be registered. It would, in 
my opivien, be wrong in law to construe section 10 of the Act of 1888 as 

wing a person to register under (¢)—#.¢., in no cular or distinctive 

manner—any word which is the name of an individual within clause (a), 

and which under that clause must be “ printed, impressed, or woven in 

one yeep A or grnenes lly. nll Such @ construction would 

mder the condition impo use (a) nugatory. So far, I agree 

with the judgment of North, J. There remains, however, ‘the real 

difficulty in this case, which is to determine whether the word “* Trilby’’ 

is the name of an individual within clause (a) of section 10 of the Act of 
bi 


In this respect clause (a) differs from clause (4). The pores tamed tag 
however, poltite sashes to Sesl. pevtane Sse. So: Segeeey pera 
metaphorical language, an imaginary person may perhaps 
**individual,’”’ but such a mind 
rather fanciful. It is hardly to be supposed that the Legislature 
‘¢ individual ’’ to be taken in a fanciful or metaphorical sense, or meant tt 
to denote an imaginary person who has not, and never had, any ‘real 
existence. I do not think that such words as Sam Weller, 
Jupiter, Venus, &c., can be called names of “‘individuals’’ within the 
meaning of clause (a) of section 10. Such names fall within (e) rather 


than (a). ‘‘ Trilby”’ is clearly a word within (¢) unless it is the name of 
an ‘* individual ”’ within (¢), and I am not to hold it to be within 
(a). The language of.(e) is clear; that of (a) am as regards the 


names of who have not, and never had, a real existence. That 
which is io ought to prevail over that which is doubtful. On this point, 
therefore, I am unable to agree with North, J. The practice of the office 
has been to allow the tion of names of imaginary persons, although 
such names are not “ ted, impressed, or woven in any particular or 
distinctive manner.” the office has been that such 
names are *‘ words’’ within clause (e) of section 10, and not names of 
** individuals’? within clause (a). For the reasons I have given I think 
this view and the practice founded upon it are correct. No doubt the 
registration of such a name as “‘ Trilby”’ would give rise to troublesome 
questions if a person of that name should hereafter make his appearance 
and wish to carry on business under his own name, or to register his name 
printed in some distinctive manner under clause (a). Such questions 
would be avoided by deciding that such a name as “ Trilby ”’ could only 
be registered under (2). Again, to hold that such a word as “ Trilby”* 
can be registered under (¢) is open to the objection, that such a construc- 
tion creates monopolies in the use of a great number of common names, 
without imposing any condition whatever, and invite scrambles to obtain 
such monopolies. In this ee the Act of 1888 lets in words which 
were excluded by the Act of 1883, by reason of their being words in com- 
mon use. On the other hand, as pointed out in the *‘ Somatose’’ case (Re 
Farbenfabriken application) (42 W. R. 488; 1894, 1 Ch. 645), the Act of 
1883, by letting in fancy words, was in some wider than the Act 
of 1888, which has left those words out, and replaced them by invented 
words. All the court has to do, however, is to construe the wordsof set- 
tion 10 of the Act of 1888, and of those sections of the Act of 1883 which 
have to be construed with it. The creation of monopolies in words was 
no doubt intended by the Legislature, but it is obvious, from section 
of the Act of 1888, and from section 74 of the Act of 1883 (which relates 
to additions to trade-marks), that whilet, on the one hand, the Legislature 
has permitted the om meg of monopolies in many words for trade 
purposes, on the other hand it has placed restrictions on that acquisition, 
with a view, no doubt, to lessen the inconvenience which every mono 
produces. This double object must not be lost sight of. But, after all, 
the true construction of the Act must be the ultimate guide in every case, 
and the construction which North, J., has ted is, I think, too far re- 
moved from the ordinary meaning or the “ name of an individual ’’ 
to be sustained. The appeal must, therefore, in my opinion, be allowed 
with costs. 
Kay, L.J., after referring to section 64, said: It is obvious that this last 
sub-section (¢) is not intended to include the matters dealt with by the 
preceding sub-sections. ‘‘ Word” in this last sub-section (¢) does not 
mean ‘‘ name,”’ or ‘invented word.” These are provided for before. On 
any other construction the preceding sub-sections &: (6), and (d), would 
be superfluous and unm . The.section is in part of itan exact 
copy of section 64 of the Act of 1883, except that, instead of the words 
“fancy word or words not in common use,” sub-sections (¢) and (¢) are 
substituted. No word, not being a name or a fancy word, could be ° 
tered alone under the Act of 1883. ‘* Trilby ” cannot be registered as a 
name under (a) or (5), because it is not ‘* printed, impressed 
some particular and distinctive manner,” nor is it the signature of berg ; 
person applying to register. Nor could it be registered as an “ inven 
word’’ under sub-section (d). It was not invented or first used vy the 
person seeking to register it, which would seem to be necessary to o 
registration under sub-section (4). If “‘Trilby”’ is not a name of an 
individual. I cannot see how it can be a “‘ word”? under pet -p aed os It 
itis a word and not a name, it must be an “invented word,”’ that 
must be registered, if at all, under the previous sub-section (#). It is 
none the less an ‘‘ invented word,” because this applicant, not being the 
inventor. cannot register it under that sub-section. ‘‘ Word” in sub- 
section (e) 1s con with ‘“‘invented word’ under sub-section 
(@). In sub-section (¢) ‘‘word’’ has its 
? 


section (d), seems to me not to apply to anything 
within the ordinary signification of a “word.” Now, unquesti . 
“Trilby ” isa name. Otherwise it has no meaning whatever. Is it 
name of an individual? It isthe name of a person in fiction. Itisa 
nal name. It is not like the name of a heathen deity, as 
tis used as the name of a su: human being. In that sense it is 


the ‘‘ name of an individual.”” There is no evidence that it was ever the 


name of a living 


| 





1888. Clause (4) does not say that the name to be registered need be the 
name of a living person, nor the name of the applicant for registration. 


flotitious person ie brough Se Se eben thins to bo a0 8 
a t , an ing 
whether anyone has borne the name? And, if not, is it to be 
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not as an “‘ invented word,’’ but asa ‘‘ word’? which may be registered 
under sub-section (c)? We are told that it is the practice to put names 
like this on the register. But, I believe, this is the first time this 
— has been brought before the court, and we must decide what is 
true effect of the statute in such cases. On the whole, my opinion is 
that “‘ Trilby”’ is a ‘‘ name of, an individual,’’ and that, to entitle it to 
registration, it must be ‘‘ printed, impressed, or woven in some particular 
and distinctive manner.’’ If this were not so, I should think it was an 
** inverted word,’’ which, however, this applicant could not register, 
because he was not the inventor, nor the person who first usedit. ButI 
do not think that an ‘‘ invented word,” which cannot be registered under 
sub-section (¢) can come within sub-section (e) and be registered as a 
** word ’’ under that sub-section. The result is that I agree with 
North, J., and think that this word should be removed from the register. 
A. L. Surru, L.J., in the course of a written judgment, said:—In my 
judgment sub-section (2) and (4) do not embrace fictitious names, such as 
emanate from the pen of novel writers or from the creative brain of other 
composers, and this being what the name of “ Trilby”’ is, it does not, in 
my opinion, fall within sub-section (2). That the name “ Trilby” isa 
word Ido not doubt. It is nothing more nor less than a fictitious fancy 
name—i.e.,a word. Is it, then, a word having reference to the character 
or quality of the goods, or is it a geographical name? I agree with 
North, J., in this, and I say it is neither. Why, then, is it not within 
sub-section (e) of section 10? In my judgment sub-section (e) embraces a 
name which does not fall within sub-section (a), and as ‘‘ Trilby,’’ for the 
reasons which I have given, does not fall within (a), and as it has the 
essential particulars named in sub-section (ce) of being a word having no 
reference to the character or quality of the goods, and not being a 
geographical name, I think that ‘‘ Trilby’’ is a good trade-mark within 
sub-section (ce), and for these reasons I think that this appeal should be 
allowed.—Oounse1, Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and Micklem ; Vernon Smith, Q.C., 
and Kerby ; The Attorney-General, and Ingle Joyce. Souicrtors, Sharpe, 
Parker, Pritchards, § Barham, for W. A. Jones, Manchester; Le Voi; 
Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 


[Reported by Anwotp Gtover, Barrister-at-Law.] 


LA COMPAGNIE DE MAYVILLE (LIM.) ». 
12th March. 


Company—DirEcrors—Meretinc—Norice or Bustness To BE TRANSACTED— 
‘* EXTRAORDINARY’’ BusIngss. 


This was an appeal from a decision of North,J. The plantiff company, 
which isan English one, was formed in May, 1895, for the purpose of 
establishing a watering-place at Le Touquet, near Calais. The capital of 
the company was £400,000 in £1 shares. Seven persons signed the 
memorandum of association and subscribed for one share each. The 
articles of association provided that the first directors should be appointed 
by the subscribers of the memorandum of association, the total number 
not exceeding nine. The directors had power to fill up casual vacancies 
in their number, and two were to form a quorum at their meetings. Seven 
directors were originally appointed by the subscribers, of whom Mr. H. 8. 
Seal, a solicitor of Serjeant’s-inn, snd Mr. Henri Tellier, a French gentle- 
man, resident in France, accepted office. Mr. Whitley, the first defend- 
ant to the action, although originally appointed a director, did not know 
of his appointment for some considerable time, and on the 3rd of February, 
1896, ‘a resolution was entered in the minute-book appointing him a 
director in the place of Mr. F. C. Burnand, resigned. Whitley at once 
commenced to act as a director, and under his instructions the books and 

of the company were removed from No. 7, Serjeant’s-inn (Mr. 

’s office) to the Constitutional Club, of which Whitley was a member, 
and the registered office of the company was changed from No. 7, Ser- 
jeant’s-inn to No. 14, Cockspur-street. On the 14th of February, 1896, 
Whitley and Tellier held a meeting in the bedroom of the former at the 
Constitutional Club. Seal had not had notice of this meeting, and the 
purported to pass resolutions appointing Sir Terence O’Brien, 
K-0:M.G., a director, and appointing solicitors and bankers of the 
company, and other business was transacted. On the 22nd of February, 
Seal obtained the consent of five of the subscribers to the memorandum 
of association to the use of the name of the company as plaintiffs and 
issued a writ, by which he sought to restrain his co-directors from 
,excluding him from meetings of the directors, from holding meetings 
without due notice, and asking for other consequential relief. On the 
same day, but before the writ had been served, Seal received 
notice of a meeting of directors called for the 24th of February. The 
business for such meeting was not stated, but Whitley wrote to 

saying that “‘ the business will be brought up which was the subject 

of the meeting held on the 14th.” Seal did not attend this meeting, at 
which the resolutions passed on the 14th were confirmed, and some 
additional business was transacted, including the allotment of 500 shares 
each to Sir Terence O’Brien and General Sir Richard Taylor, the necessary 
qualification for directors; and they were appointed additional directors. 
A resolution was also passed that the solicitors of the company be in- 
structed to take all necessary steps to prevent the name of the company 
being used by Seal in his action against Whitley and Tellier. Another 
board meeting was held on the 2nd of March; there were present Mr. 
Seal, Mr.. Whitley, Sir Terence O’Brien, and Sir Richard Taylor. A 
further allotment of shares was made in spite of Seal’s opposition, the 
total number of shareholders being brought up to forty-two, so that 
meetings of the company might be held. Seal, in the name of the com- 
pany, added Sir Terence O’Brien and Sir Richard Taylor as defendants to 
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to have been on the 14th and 24th of February, and 

ea Sir Terence OBrien and Sir Richard Taylor from acting 2 
directors. The solicitors of the company filed a cross-motion, in the 
name of the company, asking that the record might be amended by 
striking out the name of the company as plaintiffs, on the ground tha 
the name had been used without proper authority. On the hearing of the 
two motions North, J., was of opinion that the meeting of the 14th of 
February was invalid, because no notice of it had been given to Mr. Seal, 
and that the meeting of the 24th of February was also invalid, because the 
notice did not statethe business to be transacted at that meeting, such 
business being ‘‘ unusual’’ and not ‘‘routine’’ business. In consequence 
Sir Terence O’Brien and Sir Richard Taylor had not been duly appointed 
directors, and the injunction asked against them must go. His lordship 
was also of opinion that there had been no attempt to exclude Mr. Seal, 
so that that part of the injunction failed. The injunction was granted 
to restrain the defendants from holding meetings of directors without due 
notice given. On the cross-motion his lordship declined to interfere, on 
the ground that even if the company’s name had been used without 
authority, the motion to strike out was made equally without authority, 
Both the defendants and the company appealed, and urged that there was 
no rule which made it necessary that the business to be brought up ata 
directors’ meeting should be stated. An intelligent principle was laid 
down by Lord Tenterden in The King v. Pulsford (8 B. & OC. at p. 354), and 
that has been acted upon ever since. 

Tue Court (Linpiey, Kay, and A. L. Saurru, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal, 

Linpvxzy, L.J.—This is a case which involves one question of immense 
importance to companies. As to the necessity of notice of directors’ 
meetings and the business to be transacted at them, I am not prepared to 
say that it is necessary: as a matter of prudence it would be wise to give 
notice of extraordinary business to be transacted. But there is an 
immense difference between meetings of shareholders and meetings of 
directors, who have to attend the meetings. It is not uncommon for them 
to meet regularly once a week or once a month at a fixed time and place 
without notice. It is their duty to go when they are paid for their ser- 
vices, as here, and do whatever business is necessary. To hold in law 
that what was done at a directors’ m2cting without notice of the business 
was invalid, would be extremely orbarrassing. This point was considered 
by Lord Tenterden in Rex. v. £::isford (8 B. & C., at p. 354). So far as I 
know the only other case in which the point has been considertd is Re The 
Homer District Consolidated Gold Mines (39 Ch. D. 546, 37 W. R. Dig. 36). 
That case, no doubt, contains a passage which goes to shew that the pur- 
pose for which the meeting was held was not stated: but when the case is 
looked into the decision is absolutely right. That case, except on the ques- 
tion or notice, is not in point here. If we are asked to say that notice is 
necessary for all cases except where ordinary routine business is to be 
transacted, we shall not be following sound law. His lordship then 
considered the evidence in detail, and came to the same conclusion as 
North, J., that there was no intention to exclude Seal from the meetings, 
and therefore the injunction must be refused. The appointment of Sir 
Terence O’Brien and Sir Richard Taylor as directors was also regular and 
valid. The second appeal was also right, because Seal had obtained the 
authority of a majority of the subscribers to the memorandum of associa- 
tion to the use of the company’s name as plaintiffs, but he had not got 
the authority of the shareholders. 

Kay, L.J., in the course of his judgment, said that North, J., felt the 
difficulty in laying down a rule that notice must be given of all extra- 
ordinary business to be transacted at directors’ meetings. His lordship 
had never heard of such a law, and did not see how such a rule could be 
workable ; though it was usual and very wise and proper to send special 
notice of any extraordinary business to be transacted. In point of law, 
even if extraordinary business was to be transacted, it was not necessary 
for notice of such business to be given beforehand. 

A. L. Surru, L.J., gave judgment to the same effect, and quite agreed 
with what Lindley, L.J., had said as to Lord Tenterden’s words in Rea. 
v. Pulsford (ubi supra). Appeal allowed.—Counset, Vernon Smith, Q.0., 
and Gore-Browne ; Younger ; Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and Peterson. Soxicrrors, 
Burn & Berridge ; Lee § Pembertons ; Oldman, Clabburn, ¢ Co. 


[Reported by W Suaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re MASON’S ORPHANAGE AND THE LONDON AND NORTH-WESTERN 
RAILWAY CO.—No. 2, 27th February. 


Cuarity—Dexp or Founpation—Saz py Trustees—OConsent or CHARITY 
CommissionErs—‘‘ Scuzeme Lecatiy EstTaniisnep ’’—CuHarirasLe TRvsts 
AmeEnDMENT Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vicr. c. 124), 5. 29. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Stirling, J. (reported 44 W. R. 
61). The trustees of a charity, founded by the Jate Sir Josiah Mason, 
derived their title to certain lands under a deed of foundation of the 29th 
of July, 1868 ; this deed was duly enrolled and perfected in accordance 
with the provisions of 9 Geo. 2, c. 36. The trustees had, under the deed, 
absolute powers of sale and exchange of the lands. In exercise of such 
powers they contracted with the railway company to sell to them part of 
such lands for the purposes of their undertaking. On the title the 
purchascrs objected that under section 29 of the Charitable Trusts Act, 
1855, the trustees were precluded from exercising the powers of sale with- 
out the consent of the Charity Commissioners. In the absence of such 
consent the railway company proposed in the alternative to pay the pur- 
chase money into court. The vendors refused to comply with either 
alternative, and on the hearing of a vendor and purchaser summons taken 
out by the railway company, North, J., held that the deed of foundation 





ie action, and moved for an injunction to restrain the defendants (inter | of the charity was not a “‘ scheme legally established’ within the meaning 
alia)ffrom excluding Seal from acting as director, from holding meetings ) of section 29 of the Charitable Trusts Act of 1855, and that therefore the 


of directors without due notice, and from acting on the resolutions pur- / trustees could ngt force their title on the p 
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follows: ‘It shall not be lawful for the trustees or persons acting in the 
administration of any charity to make or grant, otherwise than with the 
express authority of Parliament, under any Act already passed or which 
may hereafter be passed, or of a court or judge of ———we jurisdiction, 
or according to a scheme legally established, or with the approval of the 
board, any sale, mortgage, or charge of the charity estate, or any lease 
thereof,” &c. The trustees appealed, and urged that the deed of founda- 
tion constituted a ‘‘ scheme legally established’’ within the meaning of 
section 29, and that the consent of the Charity Commissioners was not 


necessary. 
Tue Court (Linpiey, Kay, and A. L. Smrru, L.JJ.) dismissed the 


appeal. 

omen, L.J.—The point is quite plain, and I cannot improve on Stir- 
ling, J.’s, judgment. I content myself with reading the section of the 
Act, bearing in mind that the Act of 1855 is to be read with the Charit- 
able Trusts Act of 1853. The section is additional to that Act. It is ad- 
mitted that the prohibition is subject to certain conditions ; if they are not 
fulfilled, then the prohibition arises: No lawyer would read the words 
‘scheme legally established ’’ otherwise than asa technical expression. 
I cannot read it as equivalent to ‘‘ trusts duly declared.”’ The construction 
put upon the section by Stirling, J., is correct, and the appeal must be 
dismissed. 


Kay, L.J., quite agreed. He said the judgment of Stirling, J., was 


/ accurate in every point. In reviewing the history of this legislation, the 


grammatical meaning of section 29 was quite unmistakable. The court 
would always direct a scheme for the administration of a charity. The 
word scheme had a meaning with reference to a charity settled and well 
known long before this Act; it must mean that which the courts had 
always understood it to mean, unless something was to be found to contra- 
dict that inference in the Acts of Parliament. Going back 150 years to the 
case of Attorney-General v. Smart (1 Ves. Sen. 72). Lord Hardwicke com- 
mented on the use of the words ‘‘ legally established,’’ and they had been 
used constantly from that time down to the present time. The section 
contained an absolute prohibition ; it was not an enabling, but a negative 
clause—you shall not sell except under certain conditions. If you came 
within the exceptions you might sell; it only applied to persons who could 
sell, and could not apply to those who could not sell. The decision of 
Stirling, J., was right, and the Act of Parliament applied precisely to this 
particular case. 

A. L, Smrru, L.J., said that the purview of the section was that trustees 
should not sell, mortgage, lease, &c., without the consent of some outside 
authority to say that the sale was right. Appeal dismissed.—Covunsz1, 
Hastings, Q.C., Warmington, Q.C., and Ingle Joyce; Arthur Underhill, 
Sonicrrors, Burton, Yeates, § Hart, for Johnson, Barclay, Johnson, § Rogers. 
Birmingham ; C. H. Mason. 

[Reported by W. SHALLOROSS GODDARD, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. CHRIST’S HOSPITAL—Chitty, J., 28th, 29th, 
and 30th January ; 3rd March. 


EnpoweEp Scuoots Acts—ComMiIssIoNnERS—ScHEME—EXCEPTED ENDOWMENTS 
—CompuLsory APPLICATION IN Arp or ScHEME—CY-PRES—JURISDICTION OF 
Court—Tue Envowep Scuoots Act, 1869 (32 & 33 Vicr. c. 56), 8, 14 (1). 


In the year 1890 a scheme was settled, under the powers of the 
Endowed Schools Act, 1869, for the administration of the educational 
endowments of Christ’s Hospital, in the face of much opposition by the 
governing body. The scheme provided for the removal of the school to 
Horsham, the sale of the old site, and for the establishment and carrying 
on of other schools, including ultimately a day school. Owing to the 
opposition of the governing body, all endowments given since the 2nd of 
August, 1819—i.¢., less than fifty years before the commencement of the 
Endowed Schools Act, 1869—were necessarily excepted by section 14, set 
out below, and these excepted endowments and the non-educational 
endowments were still under the jurisdiction of the old governing body, 
who were established by the Charter and Act of Parliament hereinafter 
mentioned. In 1894 Chitty, J., directed a scheme of these excepted 
endowments to be settled, as the income thereof had not, in fact, been 
applied since the severance of the funds by the scheme of 1890. The 
Attorney-General now brought in a scheme asking in effect that the 
excepted endowments should be placed under the control of the adminis- 
trative body constituted by the scheme of 1890, and dealt with according 
to that scheme, or, in the alternative, that the income should be 
temporarily applied in aid of that scheme. The Charter and the Act of 
Parliament establishing the charity were so general and indefinite as to the 
educational purposes for which the endowments were to be applied that 
the case resembled a general gift to charity, and the court had power 
to specify the particular purposes to which the charity should be applied : 
vide Schools Inquiry Commission Report, 1867, p. 448 (b); Re Shrewsbury 
Grammar Schoot (1 M. & G. 324), Attorney-General v. Wyggeston Hospital 
(12 Beav. 113), The Berkhampstead School case (L. R. 1 Eq. 102, 14 
W. R. Ch. Dig. 23), and Re Campden Charities (30 W. R. 496, 31 W. R. 
741, 18 Ch. D. 310, 24 Ch. D. 213), Clephane v. Provost of Edinburgh 
(L. R. 1 Sc. A. 417, 17 W. R. H. L. Dig. 3). A contrary argument 
would entirely destroy the doctrine of cy-prés. The old governors 
objected that the court had no jurisdiction to sanction such’ a 
scheme without their consent. They proposed themselves to estab- 
lish a day school in London. This was obviously within the scope of the 
charity, and therefore no case of cy-prés arose. No case of maladminis- 


interference of the court. No scheme was necessary, but as the order of 
1894 directed a scheme to be brought in, though otherwise leaving : 
question open, the governors now brought in their own scheme to establish 
a day school on their own lines, and that scheme, which was a legal and 
not a cy-prés scheme, the court ought primé facie to accept. Of course the 
Attorney-General could criticize it. Section 14 of the Endowed Schools 
Act, 1869, provides as follows: ‘‘ Nothing in this Act shall authorize the 
making of any scheme interfering (1) with any endowment, or part of an 
endowment (as the case may be) originally given to charitable uses, or to 
such uses as are referred to in this Act, less than fifty years before the 
commencement of this Act, unless the governing body of such endowment assent 
to the scheme.”’ 

Currry, J. (who during the argument had pointed out. that he was not 
sitting there as the Queen and the two Houses of Parliament), said that 
the jurisdiction of the court was neither diminished nor increased by 
section 14, though the section might form some guide to the court in the 
exercise of its discretion within the limits of its jurisdiction. The policy 
of the section seemed to be that the excepted endowments were not to be 
interfered with unnecessarily. Now, the governing body was originally 
incorporated by the Charter of Edward VI., which empowered them to 
make rules for the good of the charity, to appoint officers, &c., as to them 
should seem good. The objects of the charity were to be found expressed 
in general terms, but though so expressed ample power was conferred 
on the governors of making ordinances and appointing officers and 
governors for the particular regulation and administration of the charity 
and its property. Certain disputes arose as to the a of this 
hospital and other hospitals, part of the original foundation, and in 1782 
the Act 22 Geo. 3, c. 77, was passed, giving validity to an agreement for 
settling them, such agreement being set out in the Act. The effect of this 
Act was ‘‘ to establish a separate governing body for Christ’s Hospital with 
full powers of management over its ms and affairs’: Re Endowed 
Schools Act, 1869 ; Re Christ's Hospital (38 W. R. 758, 15 App. Cas. 172, 179). 
This separate body had continued ever since to manage and administer 
the charity subject only to such of its possessions and rights of administra- 
tion as were expressly taken away from them by the scheme of 1890. 
No case of breach of trust hat a had ve ood 
against the old governing y- ere was no case of failure o 
trusts or of the charitable objects of the excepted endowments. No such 
point had been raised, and rightly. No such failure was caused by the 
severance of the funds by section 14. The trusts remained, and were 
capable of being executed. These were the facts which raised the queg- 
tion of the jurisdiction of the court in settling the scheme. It was 
unnecessary to examine the numerous authorities cited. His lordship pre- 
ferred to state his opinion broadly. He held that it was beyond the 
jurisdiction of the court to sanction the Attorney-General’s scheme in the 
face of the opposition of the existing governing body. Their title -was 
founded by Royal Charter and established by Act of Parliament. The 
court had never assumed legislative authority, revoked a Royal Charter, or 
repealed an Act of Parliament. It had never ousted such a body as the 
present governors against their will, and that, too, where no breach of 
trust was charged.’ There was no authority for any such proposition. Yet 
that was the proposition which underlay the Attorney-General’s scheme. 
His lordship could not, under the guise of executing the trusts cy-prés, 
upset the constitution of the present governing body, or by transferring 
their powers and duties of administering the trusts to another governing 
body reduce them to the position of bare trustees of the funds vested in 
them. ‘fo establish such a scheme as that submitted by the Attorney- - 
General nothing less than an Act of Parliament would suffice. His lord- 
ship then made some general observations on the governors’ scheme, 
observing that the pro day-school was obviously within the scope of 
the charity, but ref the details to chambers with the fullest liberty 
for the Attorney-General to consider and criticize.—OovunsgL, Sir Richard 
Webster, A.G., Warrington, Q.C., and Dibdin ; Byrne, Q.C., and Vaughan 
Hawkins. Sourcrrors, Clabon ; Beacheroft Thompson, Hay, § Ledward. 

[Reported by G. Rowianp/ Anston, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re SAMPSON. SAMPSON v. SAMPSON—Stirling, J., 7th March. 
Wirti—Consrruction—Guirt or Income or Resmvr until ALIENATION— 
Tre or VestiInc—ForreitTuRg. 
This was a summons by the wife of William Henry Sampson agaist the 
executors of the surviving trustee of the will of the testator and William 
Henry Sampson, asking for payment to her on her separate receipt of a sum 
of £132 7s. 5d., admitted to have been received by the respondents, the execu- 
tors, in respect of income of the real and estate of the testator, and 
claimed by plaintiff to have become — to her in the events which. 
had happened, and for other relief. The testator by his will devised and 
bequeathed his real and estate to trustees w trust, after the 
decease of his wife (who before the date of this summons), to apply 
the income of the trust property accruing due in the lifetime of his son 
(the defendant, William Henry Sampson) in accordance with the trusts 
thereinafter expressed conce the same, those trusts being ‘‘ upon 
trust to pay to my said econ so much of the same . . . income as would not, 
although the same were payable to him, be by his act or default, or by 
operation or process of law, so disposed of as to prevent his personal 
enjoyment thereof, and to apply so much of the same . . . incomeas would, 
if the same were payable to my said son, be disposed of as last aforesaid, for 
the benefit of his wife and children and other issue for the time being in 
existence, or some one or more of those objects, if any; or, if none, for 
the benefit of the person or persons for the time being entitled, or pre- 
sumptively or expectantly entitled, to the income of my trust in 
such proportions, at such times, and in such manner as my trustees 





tration or breach of trust was suggested against them calling for the 


1 
in their discretion think fit,’’ There was no issue of the marriage of the 
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tiff and ‘the defendant, William Henry Sampson. On the 16th of 
pril, 1895, after the death of the testator’s widow, the solicitors of the 
defendants, the executors, wrote to William Henry Sampson, enclosing 
an account and informing him that they had in their hands income to the 
amount of £132 7s. 5d. payable to him. He assented by telegram to the 
account, and asked for the money to be paid to him. In reply to this he 
received another letter from the same solicitors, dated the 17th of April, 
him that the trustees had been served with a garnishee order 
nisi ( had been obtained by the said solicitors acting for creditors of 
‘W. H. Sampson) attaching the said sum. The garnishee order was made 
absolute on the 24th of April; the plaintiff having on the 18th of April 
served notice on the said solicitors not to pay the fund over to the hus- 
band’s creditors. The executors having paid the creditors, this summons 
was taken ont. 
Sriaixc, J.—(His lordship stated the facts as above set out, and after 
an opinion that it was to be regretted that the solicitors of the 
trustees we also acted for the creditors of W. H. Sampson in the 
matter of the garnishee order, he continued :—] The trusts declared of 
the income of the testator’s estate during the life of W. H. Sampson are 
to me novel in form, and apparently have not hitherto been the subject 
i i They are not altogether happily expressed, but 
vase pana the testator appears to be that a vested right or interest 
not arise in the income except as it accrued due—i.e., such right 
or interest was not to arise us to any portion of the income until (at the 
earliest) such portion came to the hands of the trustees, and then only as 
to such portion. The testator directs this portion to be dealt with in one 
of two ways, according as the son has or has not done or suffered any act 
which would prevent his personal enjoyment of it, if he has not, this 
portion of the income is to be paid to him; if he has, then it is to be 
—e the discretion of the trustees for the benefit of the wife and 
of the son. There is then in effect a series of alternative limita- 
tions declared of the successive instalments of income which reach the 
hands of trustees. These limitations must all take effect during the life- 
time of the son, and do not offend against the rule against perpetuities, 
neither do I see that they can be treated as objectionable on the ground 
ie rag Ba otherwise, and in my judgment they are valid in law. 
It is next to be considered at what precise period of time one or other of 
these alternative limitations is to take effect. It is contended on behalf of 
the A mood that the son takes no vested right or interest in any portion 
of the income until it has actually reached his hands; and in support of 
this view the recent decisions of the Court of Appeal in Hood Barrs v. 
Cathcart (42 W. R. 628, 1894, 2 Q. B. 559) and Loftus v. Heriot (1895, 2 
Q. B. 212) are relied on. It must be taken to be established (unless and 
until the House of Lords decides otherwise) that the restraint on 
anticipation in the case of a married woman is operative until the fund 
affected by the restraint has actually reached her hands. This, however, 
is not @ case of the rights of a married woman for whose benefit the 
restraint on anticipation was desired, nor is it in strictness one in which 
on or alienation is restrained. The question rather is whether 
the son ought to be treated as having acquired any title to any portion of 
the income until it has actually reached bis hands, or whether a right to 
income in the hands of the trustees vests in him at an earlier date. There 
is.a class of cases which have not infrequently been considered by the 
courts, and appear to me to have some bearing on this point. I mean 
those in which there has accrued a gift over on the death of a legatee 
before actually receiving his legacy, and among them I may mention 
Hutchins v. Warmington (1 Ves. 366); Gaskell v. Harman (11 Ves. 489) ; 
Law v. Thompson (4 Russ. 92); Martin v. Martin (14 W. R. 986; 2 Eq. 404) ; 
Minors v. Battison (1 App. Cas. 428); Johnson v. Crook (28 W.R. 12; 12 
Ch. D. 639); Re Collison (28 W.R. 391; 12 Oh. D. 834); Bubb v. Padwick 
(28 W. R. 382; 13 Ch. D. 517); Re Chaston (18 Ch. D. 218); Re Wilkins 
(ibid 684); Wilks v. Bannister (80 Ch. D. 512). ‘These cases are not entirely 
t among themselves, but this at least they establish—i.e., that 
whether or not a testator can effectually cause a vested gift to be divested 
before it has actually come to the hands of the legatee, such an intention 
ought not to be attributed where the words are not clear, and in cases 
where the words are susceptible of such an interpretation the court 
has held that the period over which the operation of a divestin, 
clause of this kind is to extend ought not to be held to continue beyon 
the time at which the legacy is de jure receivable. The courts always 
favour early vesting, regarding it as undesirable that rights and interests 
should depend ou the degree of diligence with which trustees perform 
their duties. The cases to which I have referred are not direct authorities, 
and the question must be determined on the consideration of the terms of 
this will. So regarding it, I think that the epoch at which 
the of any instalment of income is to be determined is the 
moment when that instalment either “‘ accrues due”’ or is in the hands of 
the trustees ready for application in accordance with the trusts of the will. 
For the case if is not necessary to determine this. If at that 
instant the son has not by his own act or default, or by process or opera- 
tion of law, been deprived of the enjoyment of it, I think he is entitled to 
receive it. The trustees have not conferred on them by the will any dis- 
cretion to retain it in their hands with a view to its application at a later 
period, and it seems to me that this right of a son to receive cannot be 
affected by subsequent events. This being so, it follows that William 
Sampeon’s title to the sum mentioned in the summons accrued on 
the 16th of April, 1895, and that the plaintiffs consequently never became 
to the benefit of the discretionary trust. The summons must 
be dismissed.—Counset, Graham Hastings, Q.C., and G. N. 
Marcy; H. B. Buckley, Q.0., and Z. Beaumont. Sowscrrors, Field, Roscoe, 
¢Co., for C. F. Dean, Slough ; Beil, Brodrick, & Gray, for Rodgers, Thomas, 
$ Sandford, Sheffield. 
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AINSWORTH v. WILDING—Romer, J., 13th March. 


Practice—Mortion To VARY JUDGMENT—JUDGMENT PasskzD AND Enrergp 
BY REGISTRAR—JUDGMENT AGREED TO RY MisTakE—INTENTION OF PArrrgs 
—AcTION ro sET ASIDE JupcmentT—R.S.C., onp. 28, x. 11. 


This was a motion in the above action, on the part of one of the 
defendants, that the judgment given therein might be set aside and the 
action might be reheard. The facts of the case were as follows. The 
acticn came on for trial before Romer, J., in November, 1894, and his 
lordship, on the 23rd day of that month, made a declaration by consent, 
and directed certain accounts and inquiries. This judgment was passed 
and entered by the registrar. The applicant submitted that the consent 
of the plaintiffs and defendants thereto was given by mistake, and that 
such order did not express their intention, and that in any case the 
applicant had given his consent by mistake. The respondents maintained 
that the court had no jurisdiction to discharge the order on motion, and 
= . could not deal with the judgment unless a fresh action was 

rought. 

a, J., held that he had no jurisdiction to hear the matter on 
motion except with the consent of the parties, which the respondents 
refused. Formerly the Court of Chancery had power to rehear cases after 
the decree had been entered; but that ceased with the Judicature Acts, 
Tke only cases in which the court could interfere after the passing and 


slip in the judgment as drawn up, in which case the court had authority 
under R.8.C., ord. 28, r. 11; (2) where the court found that the 
judgment did not state what it had decided and intended. It could not 
be said that this case fell within either of the exceptions, and consequently 
the motion must be dismissed with costs. This would not, of course, 
prejudice the right of the applicant to proceed by a fresh action.—Counsai, 
Hopkinson, Q.C., and Butcher ; Neville, Q.C., and Leigh Clare; E. C. Mac- 
naghten. Soxtcrrors, Robbins, Billing, ¢ Co. ; Bower, Cotton, § Bower ; P. G. 
Robinson. 
[Reported by J. Anruur Price, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


Ex parte & 10th March. 


Apprication To Apvance Dats or TRi1At—SraremEnt or CLAIM IN AN 
Action PuniisHEp IN AN Eventnc NEewspaPER—ALLEGED CONTEMPT OF 
Court. 


In this case counsel moved ex parte that a motion to commit the editor 
of a certain London evening newspaper for an alleged contempt of court 
might be marked ‘‘ urgent.” The article complained of was substantially 
a reprint of the statement of claim in an action in which his client 
was the defendant, and it was contended that it was of extreme 
importance to the fair trial of that action that this motion should 
be brought on as soon as pussible. The statement of claim had 
only been delivered three days before the notice appeared in the 
paper, and therefore before the defence had been filed, so that the 
proceedings had not even become a matter of record. Under these cir- 
cumstances he contended that it was extremely important that the action 
should be tried as quickly as possible. With the permission of the court 
he desired neither to disclose the name of his client nor to read the 
article. [A copy of the newspaper was accordingly handed up to their 
lordships.] In support of his application he contended that the informa- 
tion had been communicated by a private individual, and could not be 
regarded in any way as a copy of a document to which the public might 
have a right of access. The statement shewed on the face of it that it 
was published with the express desire of representing to the public that 
his client had done something that was highly improper, as the amount of 
damages » which were considerable, were set out in extenso. He 
moved on two grounds: first, that the article was in itself calculated to 
prejudice the trial of the action, and if copied by country papers might 
spread an injustice to his client far and wide; and secondly, that it wasa 
case of the grossest abuse of the process of the court, as at the time of 
publication the defence had not been filed. He relied on the decision of 
Malins, V.C., in the case of Re Cheltenham and Swansea Waggon Oo. (8 Eq. 
590). 

Tue Covrr (Wiis and Day, JJ.) granted the application.—Counsm, 
J. Eldon Bankes. Soutcrrors, Lewis § Lewis. 


[Reported by Exsxinez Rep, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


GILLESPIE BROTHERS & CO. v. CHENEY, EGGAR, AND FORRESTER 
—17th March. 


Satz or Goops—Imprrep Warranty py SELLER or Firness ror A Par- 
TICULAR PurroseE—Spxciriep ArticL—E SoLp UNDER A TrapE Name— 
Satz or Goons Act, 1893 (56 & 57 Vicr. c. 71), s-14. 


This case involved a question under the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, s. 14. 

The action was brought for damages for the breach of a contract to supply 

a cargo of coals. The a who were commission agents in the City 

Si oe, received the following letter from their correspondents in 
oes :— 





“ May 18, 1895. 
‘* We have decided to order a cargo of coal, and will ask you kindly to 
look after same, getting us the cheapest freight possible. We hope that 
you will be able to us @ vessel at not over 7s. per ton freight, and we 





[Reported by Anruvr Morrow, Barrister-at-Law. } 


think you ought to be able to do so taking a of 800—1,000 tons. 


+ + + As to the quality of the coal, we note that you suggest Ferndale 


March 21, 1896, 


entering of the judgment were (1) where there had been an accidental ° 
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4s the most suitable, 





somewhat harder than other cheaper coals. 
We think ourselves that will be an advantage; and, at any rate, for 
» first cargo, we will take whatever kind of coal you think it best to send 
ys after satisfying yourselves of its suitability for the purposes we require 
—viz., the of steamers and of war—and, of course, it 
must stand well up on the British and foreign Admiralty lists. You will 
anderstund we do dot require Seotch, North country, or any other coal 
than Cardiff. We think we have now fully explained our requirements, 
and we now leave ourselves entirely in your hands, sure you will 
do best for us in all respects, &c.”’ 

‘hep tiffs went to the defendants, who were coal agents in the City 
of London, and after shewing them the letter, ordered from them the coals 
which were required. A cargo of 500 tons of Hill’s Plymouth coal was 

j and accepted without complaint. A short time afterwards a 
OS cae of 500 tons was sold, for which the defendants forwarded 
the following “contract note :— 
** London, June 28, 1895. 

“That Messrs. Gillespie, Brothers, & Co. agree to buy, and Messrs. 
Oheney, Eggar, & Forrester agree to sell, a cargo of coals, deliverable at 
Barbadoes, per ship Enrichetta M., now at Swansea, on the following con- 

viz. :— 

“1, That the quantity be about 500 tons. 

“9. That the coal is to be of the description known as Oyfartha Merthyr 
or Hill’s Plymouth. 

“3. That the price, including cost, freight, and insurance, is to be 
18s. 6d. — from alongside. Address, Commissioner on Charter for 

8 ms eo. 

*6, Seller’s responsibility to cease on shipment of cargo.” 

These coals were bought by the defendants as Cyfartha Merthyr Colliery 
Sereened Steam Ooal, a description which appeared on the Admiralty list. 
It was assumed for the purpose of the present inquiry that the coal sup- 

was not fit for bunkering purposes, and the sole question was 
whether there was & warranty that the coal should be fit for bunkering pur- 


_ For the plaintiff it was contended that under the provisions of the | pj), 
of 


Goods Act, 1893, s. 14, as the defendants had notice that the goods 


were required for a particular purpose, a warranty was implied that they 


P 
should be fit for that purpose. Section 14 provides as follows: ‘‘ Subject | made 


tothe provisions of this Act and of any statute in that behalf, there is no 
oiled wonranty or condition as to the quality or fitness for any 
of goods supplied under a contract of sale except as follows: 
fy Where the buyer, ng eS or by implication, makes known to the seller 
the particular — or which the goods are required, so as to shew 
that the buyer relies on the seller’s skill or judgment, and the goods are 
of a description which it is in the course of the seller’s business to supply 
(whether he be the manufacturer or not), there is an implied condition 
that the goods shall be reasonably fit for such purpose, provided that in 
the case of the sale of a specified article under its patent or other trade 
name, there is no implied condition as to its fitness for any particular 
.” For the defendants it was contended (inter alia) that the terms 
of the contract were to be looked for in the contract note, and that the 
evidence of the antecedent circumstances was not admissible : Randail v. 
Newson (2 Q. B D. 102), and Kain v. Ord (2 B. & C. 627), were cited. The 
defendants’ counsel also relied on the proviso in section 14 (1), pointing 
out that the coal was supplied under a trade name. 

Lord Russert or Kittowen, 0.J., decided in favour of the plaintiff. 
He said that his judgment proceeded on the assumption that no statement 
had been made by the defendants which excluded the implication which 
the law imposed. The effect of the plaintiffs shewing to the defendants 
the letter from their correspondents was to make known to them the 
purpose for which the coals were required, and, further, that the buyers 
were relying on the sellers’ skill and judgment that the article should be 
suitable for the purpose required. There could be no doubt that the case 
fitted into the provisions of section 14. The section dealt with cases in 
there was nothing in the contract itself to shew that the buyer had 
the seller the purpose for which the goods were required or that he 
relied on his . ‘Those facts were to be supplied by other evidence, 
that, though the contract itself was wholly silent, there would be 
annexed to the contract by law a warranty that the goods sold should be 
reasonably suitable for the purposes required. As to the proviso, it was 
not intended to apply in the case of raw material, but only in the case of 
manufactured articles, and that was not this case. Counsgn, Cohen, Q.C., 
ind H. F. Boyd ; Bigham, Q.C., and R. M. Bray. Soxrcrrors, Druces ¢ 
Atle ; Thomas Eggar. 

[Reported by C. G. Witsranam, Barrister-at-Law. } 
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Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re B., A Solicitor—Ohitty, J., 10th, 11th, and 18th March. 


Souicrron—Brz, or Costs—TaxaTion—Serriep Account—Previovs Pay- 
MENT—AGRBEMENT FOR Cosrs—JURISDICTION TO ORDER DELIVERY oF BILL 
POSSIBLY UNTAXABLE—THE Soxicrrors Act, 1843 (6 & 7 Vicr. c. 73), ss. 
rH ten Souicrrons Remuneration Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 

» 8. 5. 


Summons by a client against his solicitor for the delivery of bills of 
costs, and to have the same referred for taxation. For some ten years 
to 1895, and from a time when the client was an undergraduate at 
university, the solicitor had been engaged in procuring him money 
loans. It was between them, verbally, that the solicitor’s re- 
muneration be, not according to the be gly 3 , but a 
solicitor was in the habit 


| 


Sin eee 
farnishing his client with cash accounts containing items 
expressed to be for “ costs ”’ or *‘ 
nar Seger e —ane 

le noc oO against 
improper conduct in tho mater of the loans The oa) Pe : 
application on ollowing.grounds : Settled account ; ymen' 
within section 41 of The Solicitors Act, 1843: Re Thompson (42 W. 
1894, 1 Q. B. es (3) Agreement for costs under The Solicitors Remu- 
neration Act, 1881, s. 8; (4) No jurisdiction to order delivery of a bill that 
must prove untaxable: The Solicitors Act, 1843, s. 37. part te 
payments would be at once referred back to the bill when vered : 
Hitchoock v. Stretton (40 W. R. 555, 1892, 2 Ch. 343); #0 
a paid bill. 

Currry, J.—This is an application by a client for 
bills of costs by his solicitor, and for taxation of those bills. 
acted for the client from 1883 to 1894, a period of ten or 
The application was made in January, 1895. It cannot be questioned on 
the facts that no bill of costs was ever delivered. By bill of costs I mean 
what the Solicitors Act, 1843, says—viz., a bill of fees, charges, and dis- 
bursements. I entirely dissent from the argument that there are 
kinds of solicitors’ bi There is only one, as is shewn by numerous 
authorities. In the present case accounts have from time to time been 
made out by the solicitor and delivered to the client. If these accounts 


g 
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generally does, result ina payment at law. I mean that it 
only in payment of the ce actually paid, but in payment of the 
whole account. It is argued that the same principle ap; as between 
solicitor and client—viz., that a settled account amounts to payment of 

I decline to travel over the cases for the third ee ee 


expressed my op’ . B. 
Dig. 130). Counsel for the solicitor has pointed out that Jessel, M 
some observations on Re Street in Re Hall ¢ Barker (26 W. RB. 
501, 9 Ch. D. 538), but those observations were addressed to another 
part of the case—viz., w the bills were to be treated as one bill 
or separate bills. I have already, in Re Stogdon (56 L. J. Ch. 420, 35 W. R. 
Dig. 60), expressed my o as to the true explanation of Ez parte 
Heming (28 L. T. 144), Stirling, J., has adopted my 

Hitchcock v. Stretton (40 ms R. 555; | Zs a yy i sorry to have 
to refer to it again, but om parte Heming a 

bill was substantially delivered. There is no authority for the cin 
that a mere settled account, ven = ee vered, ig 
payment within the statute of 1843. Perhaps it may be 

that since the recent Act of 1881 on the subject there 
delivered in ular cases, as, for instance, where 
the bill merely stating one scale item. There may also be.a bill within the 
Act of 1881 referring to costs as agreed. In that stat am 
brought face to face with the enactment in section 
delivered is not conclusive against the client. The agreemen 
which the fairness and reasonableness may be questi 

(41 W. R. 417; 1893, 2 Ch. 284) the Court of Appeal 
Lindley, L.J., observed that it was im to decide whether 
agreement was unfair or unreasonable wi taxation. I add 
impossible to say anything at all on the subject until a 

fees, costs, and disbursements has been delivered to the t. 
the court is not Pg a “% to say weer the agreement is or t 
charges reasonable. no — a sui juris settling 
an account if he likes after a caper bill bean dren. Counsel 
the solicitor argued that I no jurisdiction to order a 
delivered unless I could also order taxation. He said there 
taxation where there had been payment. I reply, there has 
ment of any bill. of the so-called accounts merely 
words “‘ costs,’’ “ costs,” or ‘on account of costs.” The 
of jurisdiction falls to the ground, and cannot be maintained 
roposition. There is a case in the Privy Council which I consider 
| 20 ome decided, and follow without reluctance. Irefer to 
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(10 App. Cas. 300, 33 W. R. Dig. 238). The segues on 
statute, but it was founded on an examination of the meaning of section 37 
of the Solicitors Act, 1843, and it consists in shewing that the colonial Act 


was the same as the English Act, the section 37 being split 
several sections. With regard to the tors Act, 1843 Lord 1 - 
burn says that the provision in section 37, authorizing courts 

to order bills to be delivered in the same cases 
to refer bills, does not mean that no bill shall 
until it is ascertained to be taxable. He also says, if there has ne 
a bill at all, a bill can be 
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taxation following. The result of that case is that 

can order delivery whether or not it has jurisdiction to tax. Now, the 
solicitor in this case sets aot Se ae 
raising of loans for the it there be a uniform charge of 5 per 
cent. on the amount. An oral agreement, however, is not within the 
statute of 1881. But here and there in the fourteen documents called 
ose accounts’? there are references to agreed costs, and counsel for 
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ion. There is a notable difference between charged 
If the acele ; T haves Sinton theteuet Sales Eee te 
amount deducted costs was £3,178, whereas the fee was £589 
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The difference is £2,600. But.the tabular statement does not exhaust the 
matier. The solicitor transacted other business besides loans, as to which 
no oral agreement is alleged. I do not intend to express any final opinion, 
but I must observe that the 5 per cent., having regard to the sums raised, 
is largely in excess of the scalefee. Perhapsit can be justified, but, yrimd 
res caseof serious overcharge appears on theloan transactions. They were 
loans to raise money for a young man at Oxford just after attaining 
twenty-one. The loans went on as he grew older. Though he began 
without a consummate knowledge of the law of costs, knowledge which is 
hardly to be expected in an Oxford undergraduate, he gained experience 
later on. The later loans were made for the purpose of repaying the 
former loans. On the question of fairness it is to be noted that the young 
man was in a position to give, and did give, security. The solicitor got 
him out of financial troubles. No charge of fraud is or can be made 
inst the solicitor. There was a little mystery about the real existence 
of a money-lending firm called Buller & Co., from whom the solicitor said 
he obtained the loans, but that mystery is quite cleared up. Counsel for 
the solicitor brought his knowledge of the Copyright Acts to bear on he 
point, and produced from Stationers’ Hall the entry of a book written by 
an Indian General earrying on business as Buller & Co., moneylenders. 
I must mention one authority which at first sight seems to support the 
argument that there can be payment of a bill where no proper bill has 
been delivered, but only a cash account. In Re Thompson (1894, 1 Q. B. 
462) the judgments speak of the delivery of a dil/ of costs. From the report 
of the facts in the Law Reports, it is not easy to make out what document 
the judges are referring to as a bill of costs. It is evident that there is 
something omitted in the Law Reports, for it appears by the Law Journal 
report (63 L. J. Q. B. 187) that there was an order for the delivery of a 
bill of costs and delivery of a bill in pursuance of such order. By some 
slip that bill is not mentioned in the Law Reports, and counsel was enabled 
to argue that the cash account delivered in that case was a sufficient bill. 
Counsel urged the lapse of time as a bar to this application, but rightly 
admitted that no Statute of Limitations applied. He appealed to the court 
to exercise its discretion by refusing to make the order. If the matter is 
one of discretion, the court looks at the circumstances. But, on the 
correspondence, the solicitor says he is quite ready to deliver a bill; so I 
am not putting on him a task too hard of performance. There was a 
suggestion intended to be made on the affidavit that, by reason of a change 
in his office, the solicitor had not got the proper materials. This was 2 
slip on his part, as the change of office took place before these transactions. 
I order a bill to be delivered and taxed. I hold there has been no pay- 
ment, so that section 41 of the Solicitors Act, 1843, preventing taxation 
after a year, does not apply. Though the solicitor may shew before the 
taxing master that some of the agreements were fair and reasonabl2, I 
send it to the taxing master to inquire. Usual order for delivery of bills 
of fees, charges, and disbursements and for taxation thereof, with a 
direction to the taxing master to certify whether any and what agree- 
ments within the Act of 1881 have been entered into between the solicitor 
and his client, and, if so, whether any and which of such agreements are 
or are not fair and reasonable; costs reserved; solicitor to have two 
months for delivery of his bills.—Counsr1i, Farwell, Q.C., and Sington ; 
Serutton. Sorscrrors, Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co, for A. § G. W. Fox, Man- 
chester ; Peard § Son. 
[Reported by G. Rowianp Aston, Barrister-at-Law. | 


HASSELL v. STANLEY.—Chitiy, J., 13th March. 


Pracrice—Set-orr ror Costs—Soricrror’s Liren—InpEPENDENT Pro- 
CEEDINGS—AcTION IN CounTy CourT—APPLICATION TO OHANCERY 
Drviston—R. 8. C. 1883, orp. 65, zr. 14, z. 27, REG. 21. 


Motion. A plaint was instituted in the county court at Liverpool in 
September, 1895. The defendants having applied to remove the plaint 
into the Chancery Division, Chitty, J., on the 15th of November, 1895, 
dismissed the application with costs, which were taxed at £22. On the 
9th of December, 1895, the county court action was dismissed with costs. 
The costs in the county court were taxed at the sum of £48. This was a 
motion on behalf of the defendants for a stay of execution under the order 
made by Chitty, J., on the 15th of November, 1895, until the plaintiff had 
paid the county court costs to the applicants or until further order, but 
the object was to obtain a set-off of the costs of the unsuccessful 
application before Chitty, J., and the costs of the county court proceed- 
ings, and Ord. 65, r. 14, and r. 27, reg. 21, were relied on. The court, 
having refused this motion, was thereupon asked to allow a set-off of the 
costs of the motion and the costs of the county court action. See Annual 
Practice, 1896, pp. 1149, 1166. 

Outrry, J.—The defendants did not ask at the hearing that the payment 
of the costs of their unsuccessful application might be delayed till the 
trial, and the order stands as an order to pay the amount of the taxed 
costs. On that order the plaintiff had a present right to those costs, and 
his solicitor had a lien on them for his costs of the action. The lien was 
for an amount exceeding the costs. The costs would be taxable under 
different jurisdictions and different allocaturs, and, I think, that being so, 
that ord. 65, r. 27, reg. 21 does not apply. Ord. 65, r. 14 on the authori- 
ties gives the court a discretion of allowing a set-off notwithstanding the 
solicitor’s lien. Now, does that rule apply to distinct and different 
proceedings? The Divisional Court have held that it does not, and also 
exercised their discretion in favour of the solicitor, and the Oourt of 
Appeal did not interfere with the decision, and approved the court’s 
exercise of its discretion, see Edwards v. Hope (33 W. R. 672, 14 Q. B. D. 
922), which was followed by Kay, L.J., (then Kay, J.) in Blakey v. Latham 
(37 W. R. 769; 41 Ch. D. 518). I hold that the principle adopted by the 
Divisional Court and Kay, L.J., applies to this case and accordingly dismiss 
the motion. But if I had a discretion I should not exercise it against the 








solicitor, as I see no grounds for so doing. He has fairly earned the 
money in respect of which the lien arose. His lordship, for the like 
declined to order a set-off of the costs of the motion and the costg of 
the county court action.—CounsEL, Russell Roberts ; Badcock. Soxxor 
Roweliffes, Rawle, § Co., for Bremner, Sons, § Corlett, Liverpool ; Crowder: ¢ 
Vizard, for Clarke § Davis, Liverpool. 

[Reported by J. F. Wauery, Barrister-at-Law.} 


MARSH v. JOSEPH—Kekewich, J., 5th and 11th March. 


Soxicrror—Funp in Covrt—Orprer ror Payment Uut—Dummy Per. 
TIONER—ImPROPER Use or Souicrrors’ Namze—Orricer or THE Covgy 
—ParTNERSHIP—LIABILITY TO REFUND. 


This was a petition in the above action asking that an order under which 
the funds in court had been paid out to a dummy petitioner might be dig. 
charged and that the funds might be replaced by the Commissioners of 
her Majesty’s Treasury, who, whilst admitting liability, sought to obtain 
an order to refund against a firm of solicitors, whose name had been used 
in the proceedings under the following circumstances. Under the trusty 
of a post-nuptial settlement, made in 1858, the proceeds of certain 
conveyed on trust for sale by an indenture of even date, were to be held 
upon trust after life estates to Mr. and Mrs. John Moses Marsh respee. 
tively, for the children of John M. Marsh as he should by deed or wil] 
appoint, and in default of appointment for all the children of the said 
John M. Marsh attaining the age of twenty-one, or if daughters marrying 
under that age, equally. An action was commenced in the year 1877 for 
administration of the trusts of the settlement, and the usual ju 
obtained. In 1882 the hereditaments settled were sold and the proceeds 
paid into court to the credit of the action and invested in the purchase of 
£5,629 Os. 11d. India Three and a-Half per Cent. Stock. The said J. M. 
Marsh died in March, 1895, having survived his wifeand married again, and 
as he did not exercise his power of appointment the fund in court became 
distributable equally amongst his children who attained a vested interest, 
In July, 1895, a petition was presented to the court in the action purport- 
ing to be presented by Joseph Moses Marsh, the eldest son of John Moses 
Marsh, and alleging that the latter had exercised his power of appoint. 
ment by a deed poll dated the 3lst of December, 1894, and appointed the 
fund in court to Joseph M. Marsh absolutely. The petition purported to 
be served on the trustees of the original settlement and on such of the 
other parties who, but for the execution of the deed poll, would have been 
entitled to the fund, as had placed stop orders on the fund. The 
petitioner’s solicitors appeared from the petition to be ‘‘ John Clear & 
Co.’’ and the respondents were purported to be represented by one John 
Hales. The affidavit filed in support of the petition purported to be made 
by the petitioner, and the alleged deed poll was an exhibit thereto. The 
petition was heard as unopposed on the 19th of July, and an order made 
directing the sale of the stock in court, and the payment thereout of £15 
agreed costs to the petitioner’s solicitors, and £10 agreed costs to the 
respondent’s solicitor, and after providing for succession duty, the balance 
was ordered to be paid to the petitioner. The stock was sold on the 6th 
of August, and on the 10th of August John Arthur Hales, who had been 
identified some months previously at the paymaster’s office as John Hales, 
attended at the paymaster’s office with a person whom he identified as 
Joseph M. Marsh, and obtained a cheque for £6,137 8s. 9d. as the sum 
payable to him. Hales then accompanied the dummy petitioner to 
Child’s Bank, where Hales was known as a former customer, and intro- 
duced him as Joseph M. Marsh: the cheque was paid in and an account 
opened in that name. On the 12th of August, between one and two 
o’clock, £4,000 was drawn out of the bank, and subsequently other small 
sums leaving a balance of £1,966, which on the discovery of the fraud in 
October was brought back again into court. On the hearing of the 
present petition, it appeared from the evidence that Mr. Clear, of the fim 
of Clear & Green, had known John A. Hales as a friend for five years, and 
that in July, 1895, Hales had called at Clear’s office and asked him if he 
would act in some business as solicitor for some formal parties, which he 
agreed to do on receiving formal instructions, but no business or. person 
was named. On the 12th of August, about mid-day, Hales called and 
informed Clear that the business in which he wanted Clear to act for 
formal parties was done, and that there was a cheque for the costs for him 
at the paymaster’s office. Clear reprimanded him for using his name 
without authority, but was informed it was a simple matter and com- 
pleted, and that counsel had appeared. Clear then went to the Paymaster- 
General’s office, obtained the cheque for £15, cashed it, and retained 
£4 5s. 6d., the balance being taken by Hales for counsel’s fees and out-of- 
pocket expenses. The £4 5s. 6d. was passed through the firm’s account. 
The Treasury, whilst acknowledging its liability to replace the fund, 
sought to obtain an order against both Mr. Clear, and his partner, Mr. 
Green, to make good the loss. 

March 5.—Kzxewicu, J., said the principles on which the court 
exercised its jurisdiction in these matters were clear, as might be seen Oo 
reference to Re Dangar’s Trust (37 W. R. 651), where Stirling, J., says the 
solicitor took upon himself a duty as an officer of the court, and must be 
held responsible for the discharge of his duty, that of bringing before the 
court all matters which were essential for the court to know in order that 
the court might deal properly with the fund. That was the principle to 
be applied to Mr. Clear; so far as he acted as a solicitor he must be held 
to be responsible, though he took no active part. Mr. Clear’s evidence 
which his lordship did not discredit, and which was supported by the 
facts, shewed that he had no reason to believe that Hales had used or it- 
tended to uee his name until the 12th of August, when Hales asked him to 
go to the Paymaster-General’s office to receive a cheque for costs. The. 
Paymaster-General’s cheque for £6,137 8s. 9d. had been handed over 
some persdén personating Joseph M, Marsh on the 10th of August, and paid 
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inon the same day to Childs’ Bank, and the £4,000 had been drawn out on 
the 12th. The facts were sufficiently conclusive that the £4,000 had 
"passed beyond control before Mr. Clear knew, or had reason to believe, 
that his name had been used improperly ; so far his lordship acquitted him. 
But on the 12th he knew of the wrong action of Hales in using his name 
without authority, but he thought that he might condone the irregularity 
and receive the cheque for £15. Of course he did not know of the forgery 
or that Hales had presented a petition in the name of Joseph M. Marsh 
without authority, and his lordship did not think from what had been done 
improperly towards himself he could be said to have been put on inquiry, 
put as an officer of the court he had no right to condone an irregularity, 
or at least not without ascertaining that everything was right. He ought 
to have seen that all that the court ought to know was before it. He was 
content to take the cheque without inquiry, and he was clearly liable for 
the amount of it. Whether he was liable for more was a question which 
had given him anxious thought. The strict performance of duty by an 
officer of the court must be insisted on. The non-contentious business of 
the court was probably more important than the contentious, but in order 
that it might be transacted properly a judge must have confidence in 
counsel and solicitors, which confidence was very rarely abused. Now in 
this case, if by reasonably prompt action on the part of Clear any part of 
the fund could have been saved he must be held liable. If he had gone at 
once to Stirling, J., who was sitting in chambers, when he discovered it, 
his lordship had no doubt prompt inquiry would have been made, and 
notice then given to Childs’ Bank not to part with the money still there, 
and it would have been saved. It was reasonably clear that he knew 
before the money was gone, and the money in Childs’ Bank was earmarked 
as the proceeds of crime. As regards the nearness or remoteness of 
damage, his lordship thought that Hadley v. Baxendale did not apply to 
neglect of duty as distinguished from breach of contract, and held that Clear 
must make good the £15 and so much of the £2,137 8s. 9d. as on inquiry 
was found to have been lost in consequence of his action, lees the salvage 
costs payable out of the amount recovered from the bank. The costs of the 
petition mnst be borne by Clear so far as they exceed what would be 
necessary to obtain the fund out of court and as between solicitor and 
dient. His lordship acquitted Mr. Green of all moral delinquency, and 
med the argument of his case to another day, when he delivered 
judgment as follows :— 

March 11.—Kzxewicu, J., said the question was one of great importance 
to the profession, as well as to the parties immediately concerned. The 
reason of his judgment against Clear was that from the time he knew that 
his name had been improperly used, and through his not taking the steps 
he ought to have taken on such knowledge, he must be taken to have con- 
doned the improper use of his name by Hales, and must be taken as 
having acted as solicitor in the matter from the date of the presentation 
of the petition, and therefore through the entire proceedings. The 
general principles urged on behalf of Green he agreed with—namely, that 
a partner could not be made liable for what was not within the scope of 
the partnership, and that it was not within the scope of the partnership 
simply to lend a name without more, but he saw no reason why, with 
proper precautions, a solicitor should not lend his name or that of his firm 
in @ proper p ing. He would not say what constituted proper pre- 
cautions, but atall events the solicitor lending his name or the firm’s name 
must preserve a proper control over the use of it, and must take steps 
against any abuse that might be made of the permission. When Clear 
said in effect on the 12th of August: ‘‘ What has been done in the matter 
has been done by my authority,’’ and took part of the costs, the solicitor’s 
profit of the business, he was, as from the presentation of the petition, 
responsible for everything that was done, and he was bound to see that 
everything was done properly. If he had authorized the use of his name 

in the first instance with proper precautions, Green would be clearly 
liable, and his lordship was unable to see why he should xot be liable now. 
He acquitted Green entirely of all personal blame, and the question against 
him now was merely one of law. On that question he decided against 
Green, and the order would be to declare both Clear and Green jointly 
and severally liable-—Counszt, Attorney-General, Solicitor-General, and 
Ingle Joyce ; Graham Hastings, Q.C., and Stewart Smith ; Rinshaw, Q.C., and 
Rose Innes ; Ingpen ; Sefton Strickland ; J. Ashton Cross; Witt, Q.C., and 
De Witt; Cannot. Soxticrroes, Solicitor for the Treasury ; Mear $ Fowler ; 
Clear § Green. 

[Reported by F. T. Duxa, Barrister-at-Law.] 








The American Law Register says that in Ellerson v. Westcott (42 N. E. 
Rep. 540), the Court of Appeals of New York has ruled, that if a devisee 
under a will kills the testator for the purpose of realizing under the devise, 
the devise is not thereby rendered void. The court cites with approval, 
however, the case of Riggs v. Palmer (115 N.-Y. 514; 8. c., 22.N, E. Rep. 
188), as establishing the doctrine that equity may, in such a case, 
interfere to deprive the devisee of the fruits of his crime. 


At Liverpool, on Friday in last week, before Mr. Justice Kennedy, 
Willis Harper, a solicitor, pleaded ‘Guilty’? to four indictments, 
charging him with a series of forgeries of deeds of conveyance of house 
property and one of transfer of mortgage. Mr. Justice Kennedy, in 
mead sentence, said that this was a very painful case. The prisoner had 

Many respects been a respectable member of a great and honourable 
profession, and he had lost that ition. The offences were serious and 
— over a number of years. The public safety demanded strict care of 

wide = —— which Pome confided to members of the 
*s profession. The sentence of the court was that the prisoner 
must be kept in penal servitude for three years. 


LAW SOCIETIES. 
EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of the Equity and Law Life Assurance 
Society was held on Tuesday at the society’s house, 18, Lincoln’s-inn- 
fields, the chairman, Mr. J. M. Clabon, presiding. 

The report, which was taken as read, stated that during the year 18 
which was the first year of the 11th quinquennium, the sums ass 95, 
under 677 new policies amounted to £766,247, of which £106,450 were 
reassured. The new premiums had amounted to £68,649 8s. 8d., and the 
reassurance premiums to £3,292 1s. 6d., leaving net new premiums of 
£65,357. 7s. 2d. - The magnitude of this figure was “crsigh | receipt of an 
unusual amount of single premiums—viz., £44,907 13s. 4d. The gross 
amount of assurances in force at the end of the year was £8,460,400 7s., 
of which £813,370 were reassured, and the net lum income was 
£267,288 4s. 1d., as against £258,597 16s. 5d. in the preceding account. 
The amount received for interest- and dividends was £89,705 16s, 10d., 
being an increase on the corresponding for 1894, and the reversions 
yielded the satisfactory profit of £25,448 19s. 1d. The claims by death 
had amounted to £241,489 19s., and endowment assurances had matured 
for £3,500; the bonuses attaching to these policies amounted to a further 
£50,853 5s.. The society’s payments had been lessened by reassurance 

licies for £5,252 12s. The amount of claims, though large, had not 

mn occasioned by excessive mortality. They were wii the ‘‘ expecta- 
tion,’’ and their incidence was such as to yield a satisfactory profit from 
mortality to the society. The sum paid in death claims on with-profits 
policies shewed an average increase by addition of bonuses to the original 
sums assured of 37 per cent.; while in ten cases the sums assured had 
been more than doubled, and in several other cases nearly doubled b; 
bonus additions. In the above amount was included a large sum w 
became payable owing to the death within the year of a person of very 
advanced age. The society had the whole amount in but the claim 
was not ready for payment until after the 3lst.of December, which 
accounted for a great portion of the large item, £93,187 6s. 7d. ‘‘ Claims 
admitted but not paid.” Large sums, of about the usual amount for the 
year of a bonus distribution, had been paid—viz., for cash bonus 
£32,767 10s. 6d., and for surrenders £15,674 18s. 2d. These payments 
had the effect of lessening the society’s liabilities. The deaths of ten 
annuitants had been announced during the year, causing the termination 
of annuities of £3,605 19s. 3d. The amount of the funds at the end of 
the year was £2,930,963 2s. 8d., shewing an increase of £94,210 3s. 7d. 
The society’s funds, excluding reverions, outstanding premiums, and 
interest, and cash at bank, was producing an average rate of interest of 
£3 17s. per cent. 

Mr. A. F. Burnmpcs (actuary and secretary) having read the notice con- 
vening the meeting, 

The Cuareman said it was now his duty to move the adoption of the 
report. He had several figures to give them which he thought would 
interest them, in addition to those in the report. But first he had to 
sound a note of sorrow. The society had lost two of its directors in the 
course of the year. He would mention first Vice-Chancellor Robinson. 
They could not speak of him only in connection with the society, because 
his duties in the country had prevented him from attending very often. 
Still, his name had been of great service in the North of England. The 
other he could hardly mention without a tear. Mr. Geo. Upton Robins 
was his dear old friend, and dear to all of them. Mr. Robins was, at the 
time of his resignation, which preceded his death by some months, the 
society’s oldest director. He attended at every board and committee 
meeting, his advice being always of the soundest and best. If there wasa 
fault, he was if anything a little too careful, and sometimes voted against 
a@ proposition which might substantially have . been adopted; but . 
the fault was on the right side. . He could only say that the society 
lost Mr. Robins with the greatest regret. He must mention one more 
loss, though it was not that of a director. It was his dear old friend Mr. 
Bloxam, a shareholder of the society, and a very constant attendant at the 

eral meetings. Passing to the balance-sheet he referred first to the 
ecreasing amount of the interest on securities. The society had received 
£4 4s. per cent., but this had been getting lower and at last had come 
down to £3 17s. per cent. That was a amount than some of their 
neighbours were receiving. The board recognized the fact that it was low, 
and it was low for two reasons, the first being the extreme care they took 
of the society’s securities. They did not lend money, particularly large 
sums, without very security indeed, and of course the rate of interest 
was lower than would be the case for other securities. The next cause 
was that the deed of the society, an ancient one, prepared more than fifty 
ears ago, was very limited in the power it gave the society, and that 

set the board thinking, and for some time there had been a 

feeling among the directors that the old deed should be al The 
best way of doing that would be by registering the society, and then 
having a memorandum and articles of association. The board had ven- 
tured to prepare a deed, which was almost in shape, which would extend 
to this matter. It would give the society a wider range of securities. 
Then the society had no seal, and it was thought desirable that they should 
have one. All the securities were in the names of trustees, but the society 
would like to have them in its own name. these were reasons 
for a new deed, and it could not be made without the consent of the 
shareholders. A meeting would be held for the — in, he hoped, the 
course of a few weeks, and the shareholders would be asked to assent to 
the new deed. The re was at a little disadvantage. This was the 


port 
first year after the bonus, and it had been invariably found that that 





year was a moderate year. Business was never so good. Effort had been 
exhausted in the bonus year. There was a constant competition going on, 
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_ and it was very keen. Coming to the figures,:he should mention some that 
were not in the report, and these would therefore be interesting. The 
number of new policies for the year was 677, the sums assured amounting 
to £766,247. The average amount of the policies was £1,132. That was 
always a good sign, being above £1,000. But there were a good many 
little policies. The board were not very fond of them ; but still there were 
so many large policies that the average was good. As to the net 
premiums, twenty years ago the society hada gross net premium of 
$12,204 in that year, of which £2,357 were single premiums. Last year 
the society hud £57,577 net premiums, out of which £12,891 were single 

iums. This year the net premiums £65,357, of which 
4,997 were single premiums, a very large 
valuation of the last bonuses was of the strictest character. 
The board would have liked to have gone down to a valuation at the 
rate of 24 per cent. Some of the offices were so bold or so rich 
as to do it at 2} per cent. Mr. Burridge told the board that it 
cculd at all events be done at 2} per cent., and that was, there- 
fore, the rate, and although they were getting £3 17s. per cent. Yet 
the valuation was taken at 2? per cent., shewing how safe the society 
was in everything. The gross amount of assurances ten years ago was 
$5,953,909, and the premium income £169,372. This year the gross 
amount of insurances was £8,460,400, and the premium income £292,033, 
how regular and progressive the income of the society had been. 
As'to the increase in the funds there was only an increase of £94,210, but 
then the society had had a year of heavy claims, as would be seen 
tly. At the beginning of the year the society had money in hand 
to the extent of £2,836,750, and at the end of the year it was £2,930,963, the 
difference being £94,210. He distinctly remembered how in the old times, 
when they got to upwards of £1,000,000, there} was great congratulation, 
and this was still more the case when it reached £2,000,000. Now he was 
Suey say the society had got close on £3,000,000. The claims this 
year been rather heavier than usual, but they were still within the 
expectation. As they had been within the expectation every year from the 
very beginning, of course the general figure was very much below the 
expectation altogether. There were ninety deaths during the year, the 
sums id being, original insurances £241,490, endowments matured 
£3,500, and the bonuses added to them £50,853, making a total of 
£295,843. Of that there was reinsured £5,253 leaving £250,590. But that 
was not the real amount. It so happened that when the society had to pay 
$80,000, which formed part of that £295,000, they had the money in hand, 
so that the real year’s payment was £210,590. With regard to the 
annuities—the society would get to the end of them by degrees—one came 
to'an end during the year at the age of ninety-seven. The society had 
been paying that annuity a great many years without making any money 
out of it. But at all events during the year there died of annuities 
£3,605. So the society wus gradually getting to the end of the annuities. 
As to theinvestments the board had a committee of investments, which, 
he ventured to say, comprised several of their best men. The invest- 
ments were regularly gone through at intervals, and observations made; 
and if anything happened that ought to be seen to it was seen to. 
There had been at times a few securities which the board did not 
much like, but he believed there was now hardly any black 
list at all, and that all the securities were perfectiy good. There 
had been one in Ireland about which the board had been unhappy, but 
it had turned out by degrees quite a good one. He could assure the 
meeting on the report periodically delivered to the board by their excellent 
committee on investments that the whole £3,000,000 were thoroughly 
secured. He had begun with a note of sadness, but he thought he must 
end by making it one of pleasure. If he was a little egotistical he hoped 
the meeting would forgive him. He became a director forty-three years 
ago, and when he came to look upon the list he found there was not one 
living who was a director at that time except himself. He had been in 
office a Jarge number of years—something like thirty as vice-chairman and 
shairman, and he need hardly tell the meeting that the progress of the 
society had been a matter of constant pleasure. There had not beena year 
when it had not done better generally than in the preceding year. They 
peed say that this was another prosperous year, and that the share- 
were to be congratulated upon it. After referring to some of the 
directors who had passed away, and to officials who had been with the 
society, he went on to express pleasure that Mr. Burridge, the actuary and 
secretary, was still with them, and that they had an excellent assistant 
in Mr. Phelps, and « capital staff.. He was able to tell the 
cos = Dc with a small and comparatively inexpensive staff the society 
‘was di a very good business indeed. In conclusion he moved the adop- 
tion of the report. 

The Right Hon. Georcz Denman seconded the motion. He said he had 
constantly attended the meetings of the board, and had observed the progress 
of the society and its work, and the excellent manner in which the chair- 
man and all his brother directors had attended to their duty. He really 
could add nothing more than to say that he heartily concurred in 
corroborating every word the chairman had uttered. He did not think 
that he would be doing any good by occupying the time of the meeting 

Col. Cacti Russex1 moved that Sir Howard Elphinstone be elected a 
director in the place of the late Vice-Chancellor Robiuson. Sir Howard 

hinstone was one of the leading conveyancers of the day. 
ir AuTuur Warson seconded the motion, which was agreed to. 
eae was elected a director in the place of the late Mr. 


bins. 

On the motion of Mr. J. T. Prior the retiring directors, Mr. Clabon, the 
Hon. Mr. Justice Romer, and Mr. Cobb, were re-elected. 

The auditors, Mr. Bailey and Mr. Pitcairn, were also re-elected. 

On the motion of Mr. Hangrovz, seconded by Mr. Bari4x Brook, & 








vote of thanks to the directors was agreed to, and that the sum of 3,599 
guineas be presented them for their services during the year. 

On the motion of Mr. W. G. Lemon a vote of thanks was passed to the 
auditors, and that the sum of £31 10s. each be presented to them for their 
services 


The Cuareman said that Mr. Bellamy had been with the society twenty. 
six years, and the society was indebted to him for vores the books in g 
better shape than was formerly the case, and he had served the 
with the greatest ible diligence. He asked the meeting to vote hima 
retiring pension of £500 a year. 

The Right Hon. G. Denman seconded the motion, remarking that nothing 
could exceed the advantages the society had derived from Mr. Bellamy’s 


services. 

The motion was agreed to. 

The Cuatzman moved a vote of thanks to the staff, the secretary, 
assistant actuary, and clerks, and also the solicitors, and to the medical 
officer, Dr. Symes Thompson. It was impossible to overrate the benefits 
which each of these conferred upon the society. They knew all about Mr, 
Burridge. The society had brought him up, and he (the chairman) who 
saw a little more of him than did the other directors, could speak of his 
ability and his powor of organization, which were above all praise. 
were also very fortunate in having as assistant actuary Mr. Phelps. 
could not speak too highly of the solicitors, and the board had the utmost 
faith in Dr. Thompson. 

Col. Crom Russeu. seconded the motion, remarking that he was sure no 
office was better served by their staff. 

The motion was agreed to. 

Mr. Burerper, in returning thanks, said it was with the greatest satis. 
faction that the staff received this assurance that the work of the year had 
met with the favour and approbation of the shareholders. He asked to 
be allowed to associate with the vote the names of those gentlemen, both 
in London and the country, who had brought the society a large amount 
of business during the year. The Equity and Law Life was popular in 
the country, and its agents were all of them entitled to the best thanks 
for having brought a great portion of the large new business which had 
been placed upon the books. good year’s business had been done, 
representing three-quarters of a million, and it was business of an excellent 
character. The meeting would note with satisfaction that it had been 
obtained at a moderate expense. He believed it to be the fact that all the 
gentlemen working for the society, both in London and the country, were 
imbued with a firm belief in the office, and when a man had once con- 
vinced himeelf of this he was in the best possible position for influencing 
others. The society possessed a strength which none could gainsay or 


impugn. 
On the motion of Mr. Powz11, a vote of thanks was carried to the chair- 
man, who briefly responded. 





THE WAKEFIELD INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of members was held at the Law Library 
on Wednesday, the 29th of January, 1896. Mr. Plews (president) in the 
chair. The report of the committee and the treasurer’s accounts were 
received and adopted. 

It was resolved : ‘‘ That for the current year the treasurer do pay out of the 
funds of this society to the Incorporated Law Socisty ,of the United 
Kingdom the subscription of each member of this society, so as to qualify 
him as a member of the Incorporated Law Society.”’ 

Mr. Plews was re-elected president. Messrs. Percival Barratt and J, 
Frederick Ianson were elected vice-presidents. Mr. Henry Chalker was 
re-elected hon. treasurer. Messrs. W. Townsend and Basil S. Briggs 
were re-elected joint hon. secretaries. Mr. J. Charlesworth was re-elected 
hon. jlibrarian. Messrs. A. R. Lake and W. Woodhead were re- 
auditors for the current year. 

The following gentlemen were then elected members of the committee: 
io. Beaumont, Scott, Gould, Charlesworth, Horne, Barker, ani 

ps. 





The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The number of members at the beginning of the year was 54. 
Two members have died during the year, and another member, Mr. W. L. 
Williams (who was president in 1891), has resigned, he having obtained the 
removal of his name from the Roll of Solicitors to enable him to qualify for 
the bar, but five new members having been elected, the roll at the end of 
the year numbered 56. 

Legal Education.—With regard to legal education nothing has been done 
to further the scheme of the Yorkshire Board of Legal Studies, and itis 
feared the project has fallen through. 

Land Transfer—A Bill on this subject was again introduced into the 
House of Lords by the Lord Chancellor and duly there, but on the 
second reading in the House of Commons the was, mainly 
the instrumentality of the Incorporated Law Society (U.K.), referred tos 
Select Committee with power to take evidence. The council of the last- 
named society invited this society to send proofs of the evidence of any 
practitioners in this district willing and able to give evidence before the 
committee. Mr. G. D. Gould prepared a proof which was co 
approved by the committee and sent up, but while Mr. Gould was asked 
to hold himself in readiness, he was not called upon to give evidence. 
Owing to the dissolution of Parliament occurring before the Committee 
had completed their labours, the evidence was reported to the House 
wihons comma, and it has since been ea in a mine Book. yey 

e autumn Law Society (U.K.) had a Bill prepared by Mr. 
Wolstenholme in ** An Act to the title to and the transfer 
of land,” and another Bill was prepared by the president (Mr. J. W; 











96. 
—> 
3,500 


to the 
t their 


wenty. 
cs in a 
80cie' 
him 
othi 
lamy’s 


‘eta: 
redind 
enefits 
it Mr 


a) who 
of his 











March 21, 18096. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 40.] 359 _ 











Budd). Only a little over a fortnight was given by the United Kingdom 
Society for the consideration of these two most important measures. 
Your committee were strongly opposed to both Bills, of opinion 
that the present system of conveyancing, having a due to equitable 
interests, is sufficiently simple, cheap, and expeditious. A special meeting 
of the Associated Law Societies was held in London, on the 29th Novem- 
per, to consider the matter, and your president attended in support of the 
views of this committee, but at a meeting of the council of the United 
Kingdom Society, held the afternoon of the same day, the following 
resolution was :—‘* That it be referred to the committee to trans- 
mit the Conveyancing Bill, 1896, as finally settled by Mr. Wolstenholme 
with the memorandum prefixed to it, to the Lord Chancellor with a letter 
from the president requesting his lordship to consider it in connection 
with any measures which he may be intending to bring forward with a 
view to the simplification of title and facilitating the transfer of land, 
with power to the committee to communicate the Bill to such other 
persons as they may think fit.” For further information members are 
referred to the Bill, which has been recently published in the various legal 
j 8 


Finances of the Incorporated Law Society (U.K.).—In February last a con- 
ference was held in London to consider the question of the increasing 
diture of the society, which was attributed to the excess of expendi- 

ture over the receipts on account of the Articled Clerks’ Fund and to the 
action taken on various Bills and Statutory Rules before Parliament, and 
particularly to the proceedings under the Solicitors Act, 1888. Mr. Gould 
attended the conference, aud a prior meeting of the associated 
societies on the 7th of February, to express the opinion of this committee 
that the subscription to the Incorporated Law Society should not be 
increased, but that the Treasury should be approached with a view to 
securing that some portion of the annual certificate duty should be repaid 
to the society. The conference decided to adopt this suggestion, and also 
to endeavour to get the registration fee increased from 5s. to 10s., and 
only in the last resort to increase the subscription. The Council has com- 
municated with the Chancellor of the Exchequer on the subject, but has 
not yet obtained the consent of the Government to any alteration. The 
subscription for London members has therefore been increased to £2 2s., 
and of country members to £1 Is. 
Annual Dinner.—The annual dinner was held at the Bull Hotel cn the 
14th of November. There were twenty present, including the following 
= Mr. ©. Skidmore, the stipendiary istrate for Bradford, and 
. F. Brewster, the president of the Soutn Durham and North Yorkshire 
Iaw Society. A most enjoyable evening was spent. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Dgpatinc Socrery.—March 10.—Mr. A. E. Clarke in 
the chair.—The subject for debate was: ‘‘ That the case of The Gas Float 
Whitton No. 2 (L. R., 1896, P. 42), was wrongly decided.”” Mr. Cyril 

or opened in the affirmative, and Mr. Singleton in the negative. The 

following members also spoke: Messrs. Melliar Smith, Ernest Allen, 

Neville Tebbutt, Cawley, Herbert Smith. The motion was carried by 
votes. 


March 17.—Mr. Herbert Smith in the chair.—The subject for debate 
was: ‘‘That stipendiary magistrates should be appointed throughout 
England and Wales.’’ Mr. E. Melliar Smith opened in the affirmative, and 
Mr. W. B. Clarke in the negative. The following members also spoke: 
Messrs. Jacob, Hubbard, Seager Berry, F. G. Jones, H. Jones, Singleton, 
Hamilton Fox, A. E. Clarke, Gordon, E. Cawley. The motion was lost by 
eight votes. The subject for debate at the next meeting of the society on 
Tuesday, the 24th of h, is ‘‘ That the case of Eilesmere Brewery Co. v. 
Cooper (1896, 1 Q. B. 75) was wrongly decided.’’ 





LEGAL NEWS. 
CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvTIons. 


Rorert Hatrretp Jewzssox and Ropert Cures Mazapvows, solicitors 
(Jewesson & Meadows), Ipswich. March 8. 

Joun Waris Davies and Watrer Frepericx Txomas, solicitors 
(Wallis Davies & Thomas), Abergele. February 14. 

Gzornce Rionarp Fretcxern Howes Toceve and ALEXANDER Psrcy 
Roprx, solicitors (Tocque & Rodyk), 70a, Aldermanbury, London. March 
4. The business will henceforth be carried on by the said Alexander 

Rodyk at the same offices. (Gazette, March 13. 


Joszrn Joux Crrptaxp and Wim Henry Netz, solicitors (Cridland 
& Nell), 27, Bedford-row, London. March 1. [ Gazette, March 17. 


GENERAL. 
It is notified that plaintiffs’ solicitors in commercial causes are desired 
to bring in for the use of the judge at the trial the admissions in the case, 
which should form part of the record. 


‘Bir Co Ibert was to read a paper at the Council-chamber 


Natives of India.”” The meee ee was convened by the Society of 
Comparstive Legislation, was to be open to the public. 

The Daily Telegraph says that on there came before Court of 
Appeal No. 1 a female litigant who to the Bench, coughed in the 
proper manner, and said: “‘ M’)’ds, it is only a small matter to which I 
have to call your Ss In my statement of claim for 
£35,000,000 against the t I find I have omitted an odd sum of 
£1 12s. 63d. to make the addition correct.”” ‘* Now, really,” said the Bench, 
‘* is it worth while taking trouble over such a small item?” ‘‘ No, m’l’ds, 
I don’t think it is,’’ answered the lady, *‘ only I thought it right to call 
pay peed be wig re eee ae ee ee cas oe * You 
see,” 8 Bench, you larger sum pence 
won’t matter, will they ?’’ “It your fa please. May it please your 
l’dships,”’ said the lady, with a p t , and withdrew contentedly. 





leisurely fashion the most learned - 
ments, the judge adjourned his court, and the judgment was delivered in 
two, or three, or four, or five, in sometimes even a longer, number of 
years after the argument. In these days speedy justice was demanded, 
and, provided that justice was not in too much of a hurry, anger such 
time was taken as was consistent with a thorough and dign adminis- 
tration of the law, the community wanted, and ought to have, speedy 
justice. Compared, therefore, with the record of the past, he was to 
say that the state of business was favourable. There was in thesé days 
no serious delay in adjudicating upon the claims of litigants. In the par- 
ticular division of the High Court with which he was aseociated they bad, 
indeed, some difficulties to encounter—difficulties not of their own 
making. But some of those difficulties were created by the Lord Chan- 
cellor of the day. The Queen’s Bench Division was a kind of recruiting 
ground where, when a judge was wanted in any other quarter, a judge 
was looked for. If an extra judge in Chancery was wanted, the Lord 
Chancellor called upon his esteemed brother, Mr. Justice Vaughan 
Williams, to preside over that division of justice—a division over which 
he presided (might he say it parenthetically ?) not only with great ability 
and with thorough earnestness, but with real advantage to the honest 
interests of the country. If a judge of the Admiralty Court fell ile 
requisition was made again on the Queen’s Bench Division, and the ser- 
vices of Mr. Justice Bruce were en and in other cases a judge was 
te duties—as, for instance, in 
the case of the Railway Commission. In face of those facts they had, he 
thought he might with some pride say, met those difficulties, and fairly 
met them. But the country expected, and ought to have, speedy justice— 
justice as speedy as was consistent with the dignified administration of 
the law and such leisure as would prevent a slovenly, slipshod administra- 
tion. He wished to say that he did not hold that the judges were always 
to be worked at high pressure ; that there were not to be allowed to them 
some of those hours of repose positively necessary if their j 
were to contribute anything to the promoti 
the pronouncements of their judges were to be considered fit and worthy 
to take a place beside those of o' j erently 
circumstanced. He might in that connection also add that it was the 
falsest economy to insist upon the under-manning of the bench. It was 
true economy to have at the disposal of the country provision for all emer- 
gencies, for ill-health, which did overtake even judges, like ordinary 
mortals ; and he did not hesitate to express his own individual 
there publicly, as he had expressed it privately, that an addition to the’ 
bench was undoubtedly urgently needed. 








Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranfield held their monthly property sale at the 
Mart, E.0., on Wi last, every lot offered oA. sold. The total 
realized was £3,120. A it rental of £392, secured upon No. 175, Pall 
Mall, was sold privately before the auction. 

Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranfield’s extra periodical sale (No. 567) of 
reversions and life policies, on Thursday, also went well, every lot 

of for a total of £6,095. The reversion to a moiety of £2,55/ 
Bank of England Stock, receivable on decease of a lady aged 57, provided 
reversioner, aged 33, survives her, sold for £1,930. The life policies 
realized from 30 to 40 per cent. beyond surrender value. 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rota or Reaistnars xn ATTEyDANCE OF 
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Lincoln’s-inn, on Friday, on “The Application of European Law to 
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WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette—Fripay, March 13. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loorep 1x CHANCERY. 

Artistic Suppiy Co, oo 7 for windin ing UD. B presented March 7, directed to be 
heard on March 23. Barnard & Taylor, 47, Lincoln’s inn fields, solors for petners. 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon of March 22 

Baines & Co, nicer gee are required, on or before March 31, to send in their 
names and ‘addresses, ani d particulars of their debts or claims, to Mr James Clough 
Wright, 32, Market st, Bradford. Gordon & Co, solors for liquidator 

Bexcuer’s Parent Smoxe PReveNTER Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 28, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Mr 6 W. Hutton, 99, Gresham st. Kelsey, 45, Finsbury pavement, solor 

Bewnor Patent Szamixss Hostery Macaine anp Buiipine Co, Lumtrep—Creditors are 

required, on or before << 11, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Thomas Galland Mellors, Bridlesmith gate, Nottingham. 
Ashwell, solor for liquidator 

Conversion Co, Limrrzp—Creditors are required, on or before April 20, to send their 
names and and particulars of their debts or claims, to Andrew Wallace Barr, 
30, Moorgate st. Rowcliffes & Co, 1, Bedford row, solors to liquidator 

Frencu Bos Extension Goitp Mixixa Co, Lure: itors are required, on or before 
April 27, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
H. Nicol, 21, Finsbury pavement 

Gotp Fretps Prosrzorixe Co, Liwrren—Creditors are required, on or before April 27, to 
send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to H. Nicol, 21, 
Finsbury pavement 

Lapy Marcaretr comgerey rd Co, Limrrep (1x Ligu enaygen We on are required, on or 
before April 25, to send their names and a b rticulars of their debts or 
claims, to Rdmund Hancock, jun., nee abn, Bute: Doc iff 

Norwicu Caré Co, Luwrrep—Credito required, on or before April 25, to send their 
names and addresses, an A pentionlons of th theirs debts or claims, to Edward Herbert John- 
son, 3, Heathside rd, "Thorpe Hamlet, Norwich. Cozens-Hardy & Jewson, Norwich, 
solors for liquidator 

Watiserpv Pontoon Co, Limirep (1x Ligurpation)—Creditors are required, on or before 
April 30, to send their names an , with full particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Matthew Murray, The Green, Wallsend, Northumberland 


London Gazette-—Turspay, March 17. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LimTep in CHANCERY. 


peter spe Beveraces Co, Limrep (1x Voruntary Liquipation)—Creditors are 
—— , on or before April 23, to send their names addresses, and particulars of their 
d or claims, to John Sadler Wood, 80, Coleman st. Free, 40, New Broad st, solor 
for liquidator 

Girrarp Gus anp Orpnance Co, Limirgp—Vaughan Williams, J., has, by an order os 
March 7, appointed Frederick Hobson, 79, Coleman st, and Frederick Leonard Bal 1, 181, 
Queen Victoria st, to be liquidators in the place of Edward J ones, voluntary liquidator, 


Hort & Co, or Fausworrn, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before April 17, to 
send in their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to ‘Mr 
Frederick William Keeble, 31, Great Ancoats st, Manchester. Horner & Son, Man- 
chester, solors for liquidator 

Lapy Hetzx Goto Mrsine Syypicarz, Limirep (1x Liquripation) — Creditors are 

required, on or before April 29, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of 
their debts or claims, to William Henry Honeyball, 101, Leadenhall st. Steadman & 
Co, 23, Old Broad st, solors to liquidator 

Waren W. Sura & 0o, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented March 13, directed to 
be heard on April 1. Ridsdale & Son, 5, Gray’s inn sq, agents for C hadwick & Sons, 
Dewsbury, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach Messrs Ridsdale & Son 
not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of March 31 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Beprorp-roap Cius AnD Institrut#, 35, Bedford rd, Clapham, 8.W. March 11 

Brioommne Rosz Lopez, Unirep Foe Ganpexnns’ Frienpty Society, Eagle Tavern, 
Dork lane, Dudley, Worcester. Marc! 

i mr anp Beyerit Sociery, Stars “Head Inn, Acton Burnell, Shrewsbury, Salop. 


1 
rs Provivent Society, Wesleyan Reform Chapel, Fritwell, Banbury, Oxford. 


Heart or Oak Provipent Society, Leyburn, Bedale, Yorks. March 11 
Sixta West Kenr Murvau Burpixe Society, 7, Nelson st, Greenwich. March 6 


Waknine To InTENDING House Purcuasers anp Lessezs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas ; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.) —[Apvr. ] 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette.—Fripay, March 6. 
Porz, Witt1am Joun Prrvrerp, Godmanstone Rectory, Dorset, Clerk in Holy Orders 

April 14 Galpin v Pope, Stirling, J Pitfield, Gray’s inn 
—— Witu14Mm, Moorgate st, Stock and Share "Dealer April 3 Carmichael v Rud- 

in, Chitty, J Martin, King st, Guildhall 

London Gazette.—Turspay, March 10. 

Cramp, Franx Nev mam, 2 North Woolwich, Licensed Victualler April 9 Clamp v Clamp 
= tg ae 7 

AYLES, Witu1am Hoaa, Sout! Licensed Victualler April 2 Spence Hayles, 
Kekewich, J Dale, Furnival’s inn, Holborn aro aise 


Suaw, Joun, Coventry, Cycle Part Manufacturer April 8 Hird v Shaw, Kekewich, J | 


, Coventry 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, March 6. 
Axpggpox, Hozart Grant, Bath, Esq May4 Stone &Co, Bath 
Barr, Witt1am Ferpiwanp, Abergavenny, Mon, Esq April6 J & C Nesbitt, 


Brevcuzs, san das, St Thomasrd, Hackney Aprilé Farlow & Fuller, Church ct 








Bincu, Marruew, Filey, York, Tea Merchant April 30 Alcock, Mansfield 
Cargy, Puyiuis, Peterborough Aprill Verity & Baddiley, Doncaster 


uae F Frances Exiza, Bournevalerd, Streatham April30 Layton & Webber, 
CHITTENDEN, Rev Cartes Grant, Hawkhurst, Kent April 3 Bedford & Co, Gt Tower gs 


Coss, Presroy, Holgate, York, Esq April1l Leeman & Co, York 
Burmges, Txomas Rosson, Morpeth, Northumberland, Chemist April 7 Alderson, 


orpeth : he 
Day, Josep Appisoy, Corscombe, Dorset, Esq AprilS Blair & Girling, Wool Ex- 
change 
oo, Wit11am, Conduit st, Regent st, Tailor April 18 Hurford & Taylor, Bed. 


Epwakps, ite Aberdare, Glam April13 Richards, Aberdare 

Escomsr, Rowxanp, East India avenue April 30 Hollams & Co, Mincing In 

Evans, Exvizaseru. Llanfihangelararth, Carmarthen Mar2i Browne, Carmarthen 
Fraryiey, Cuaries Tuomas, Shardeloes rd, New Cross April 30 Priest, Furnival’s inn 
Frerp, Grace Catuerine, Tavistock rd, Kensington April 30 Lovell & Co, Gray's 


inn sq 
Hamitton, Henry Gzorce, Knaresborough, Laundry Manager April1 Bowling & Son, 


Hamiuron, James, Doulting, Somerset April11 Ruscombe & Co, Bridgwater 
Hamitton, Josepu, Twerton on Avon, Somerset, Gent Mar 31 Little & Lyle, Bath 
Hart, Lewis, Hanover grdns, Kennington Mar28 Taylor & Taylor, New Broad st 
Hotioway, Jessz, Cheltenham, Glos, Photographer April 6 W & C H Jessop, Cheltenham 
How zert, Rev Witu1am, Torquay April18 Hasties, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Isuerwoop, Ricuarp Fisuer, Manchester April21 Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 
James, Witttam Henry, Cirencester, Builder March 31 Haygarth & Lawrence, Ciren- 


cester 
Jones, Saran, Bath May4 Stone & Co, Bath 
Kay, Cuara, Headingley, Leeds April13 Stott, Leeds 
Kirspy, Mary German, Liverpool April4 Forshaw, Liverpool 
Letts, Grorcer, Dorking, Surrey, Plumber April 20 Hart & Co, Dorking 
Line, Gzorcz, Gt Glemham, Suffolk,Farmer May1 Welton, Woodbridge 
Lowe, Frepericx, Messina avenue, Kilburn, Clerk April7 Aston & Co, Edgware rd 
Lumtey, Many Axx, Exmouth st, Clerkenwell, Confectioner March 31 Bolton & Co, 


Temp e grdns, Temple 
Lyp1arp, Sarau, Ebley, Glos April13 Witchell & Sons, Stroud 


Lyppow, Spencer, Richmond, Surrey, Gent April10 Gadsden & Treherne, Bedford row - 


Lyncu, James Matruew, Cornwall rd, Bayswater March 27 W H Smith & Son, Gres- 
ham House 

tee a ray Francis, Seguaed bldgs, Gray’s inn, Stockbroker March 27 WH 

& Son, Gresham House 

Wawa Wim Scort, Cheltenham, Glos,Gent April 10 Ticehurst & Sons, Chel- 
tenham 

Marcuant, Witx1am, Barking, Essex April15 Ingle Holmes & Sons, Threadneedle st 

Marrow, Kinsarra Swene, Bournemouth April10 Gibbons & Arkle, Liverpool 

Maxrow, Wii114m Jouy, Bournemouth, Esq April10 Gibbons & Arkle, Liverpool 

MeEsuer, mae, Hazel rd, College Pk, Willesden April10 Minet & Co, King William 
stree 


Mut, J. <i Eerrnatoy, Gt Grimsby April10 Barker, Gt Grimsby 
Mokruey, Jonny, High rd, Upper Clapton, Esq,J P April 10 Gellatly & Warton, Lom- 
bard ct 


MUuLLey, eee Hewry, Palacerd, Tulse hill, Surrey April 20 Rogers, Rye lane, 
Peckham 


wweent, EvizabetTu, Worcester April4 New, Evesham 

Newrow, TuEeresa, Bradford, York April1 MHouison Richardson, Bradford 
Ove, Jonny, Sandy, Bedford, Market Gardener April1S Leeds Smith, Sandy 
Ou.iver, Fanny, Kingston, nr Worthing April3 Holmes & Co, Arundel 

Puysicx, Jouy, Plymouth, Licensed Victualler March 31 Lane & White, Plymouth 
Pupyey, Resexan, Sale, Chester, Confectioner April 4 Desquesnes, Salford 
RosertTsoyx, Mary, Acton April12 H Wade & Son, Shrewsbury 

Surpersoy, CuartEs, Worksop, Notts March 25 Warburton & Allen, Worksop 
SmatuMan, Henry, Brixton Hill, Esq <April2 Miller & Co, Salter’s hall ct 
Spraave, Frorence Mary, Bath May4 Stone & Co, Bath 


Stacey, Georce, Torrington mews, Torrington sq, Licensed Victualler April 9 Button 
& Co, Covent garden 
STanFIELD, Ann, Rawtenstall, Lancs March21 Townsend, Rawtenstall 


Suppes, Tuomas, Cornsay, Durham, Farmer May1 Lisle, Durham 

Syxes, Jutia, Bath May4 Stone &Co, Bath 

Tayior, Witt1am Western, Eastbourne April15 Western & Sons, Essex st, Strand 
Topp, Marruew, Clifton, Bristol, Tailor March 81 Crook, Bristol 

Turner, Jonn, Porters Town, Southend onSea April2 Todd & Co, Southend 
Upate, Joun, Scarborough, Stafford April7 Jordan, Stafford 

Wanton, Wit1i1am Henry, Brighton, Esq April 20 Gellatly & Warton, Lombard ct 


Weazrinc, Hexry Frepericx, Victory House, Walthamstow March 25 Wearing 
Tetherdown, Muswell hill 


London Gazette.—Tugspay, March 10. 
Anperson, James, Highrd,Balham April15 Letts Bros, Bartlett’s bldgs 
Arrwater, Joun Gay, Britford, Wilts, Yeoman April15 Wilson & Sons, Salisbury 


Barton, Esenezer Jounstone, Burlington rd, Bayswatey April 18 A F & R Ww 
'weedie, Linoeln’s inn 
Beacu, Joun AuuEN, Worcester, Farmer April 25 Garrood, Ledbury 


Bg.1, RL Onslow grdns, Sth Kensington April § Hastings Daunecy, Suffolk st, 


Beynett, Rosert, Bristol April 30 Lawrence & Co, Bristol 
Seorteen, James, Holmfirth, York, Yarn Agent April10 Meller & Fletcher, Holm- 


Bray, Witt1am, Bedminster, Bristol, Grocer April 20 Tarr & Arkell, Bristol 

Browy, Zeruaniag, Derby, Butcher April 3 Livesey, Derby 

Bucxuzs, Exizabera, Preston, Lancs April15 Bramwell, Preston 

Coss, Prestroy, Holgate, York, Esq April1 Leeman & Co, York 

Cocks, Hersgrt Haupave Somers, Bi Freshwater, of W,Esq April3 Gadsde 
& Treherne, Bedford row ase’ ’ ot . 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, March 13. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Banker, Freperick Wit11am, Norfolk Norwich Pet 
March 10 arch 10 


BaTcHELOR, Cuarczs, Little New st, Coffee house Keeper 
h Court Pet Feb21 Ord March 10 
Baremay, Jouy, Stamford st, Blackfriars, Commercial 
Traveller High Court Pet March 9 Ord March 9 
Bunop, Witt1au Orvanpo, Bulwell, Notts, Confectioner 
Nottingham Pet March11 Ord March 11 
Burxpizy, Georcz, Burslem, Timber Merchant Hanley 
Pet March 10 Ord March 10 
Baooxs, WILLIAM, ee Baker Birmingham Pet 
March 11 Ord March 1 
Baowye, James LoxHam, The Vale, engeinet, Artist 
High Court Pet March 10 Ord March 1 
Buppex, H A, Woodstock rd, Bedford Park Brentford 
Pet Jan9 Ord March 10 
Camznox, ALEXANDER Dona.p, Holloway rd, Grocer High 
Court Pet March 10 Ord March 10 
Cuarpuan, Gzorce, Luton, Beds, Upholsterer Luton Pet 
March 7 Ord March 7 
Crow, Joun, Gt Bridge, Staffs, Brick Manufacturer West 
Bromwich Pet March10 Ord March 10 
Daviner, James Heaprorp, Birmingham, os Dealer 
ham Pet March 10 Ord March 1 
Davies, Joun, Hereford, Farmer Hereford. Pet March 
10 Ord March 10 
Ds Corrazzi, James, Blagrove rd, -_ Kensington High 
Court Pet Feb18 Ord March 
Dzsuonp, Patrick, Cheetham, Lancs, Butter Dealer Man- 
chester Pet Feb 10 Ord March 
Evans, Joun, Aston, nr Birmingham, Baker Birmingham 
Pet March 9 Ord March 
Fiewp, Joan Epwiy, eich Sate Maker Birming- 
ham Pet March 10 Ord March 
Fietp, Lorenzo, baston, Cabinet Maker Birmingham 
Pet 10 Ord March 10 
Frorance, James, Aston, nr Birmingham, Butcher Bir- 
mingham Pet March 10 Ord March 10 
Fouerr, Witt1am, Tunbridge, Kent, Grocer Tunbridge 
ls Pet March 10 Ord March 10 
Gopparp, As Luton, Beds Luton 
Ord March 
Hamer, woth Bowsy, Rhayader, Radnors, Builder 
Newtown Pet March9 Ord March 9 
aMAN, JosePpH THomas, Birmingham, Colour Mer- 
F t Birming! Pet March 9 Ord March 9 
AMES, Pema, Hipperholme, nr Halifax, Saddler Hali- 
fax Pet March 9 Ord March 9 


Pet March 9 


nol "en CHARLES, 2 ea Commission 
Agent Birmingham Pet March9 
a, H ¢, Bae Gent Hastings Pet Feb ¢ 


Joun, » Li ed V; 
ms Leamington cone ictualler Warwick 
toms, Gacnen Raver, Eteiter Leicester Pet March 


Mascon, Dago 
Oy nea, Birmingham, Factor Birmingham 


Muer, Ervest Wiu1am, Hockley Heath, nr Birming- 
» Farmer Birmingham Pet March 11 Ord 


Muzns, Sey Pam, Gainsborough Lincoln Pet March 


Mose.ey, oA! Winterset, Bradford, Yi 
’ orks, 
Architect’s Assistant Carlisle’ Pet Feb 11 Ord 


Parker, Jccara, jun, Sacriston, nr Durham, Insurance 
Pirs Durham Pet March 11 Ord March 11 
me Guanes amet, Cardington, Beds Bedford Pet 
a, Waser, Beloshoyl, Cornwall, Farmer Truro 
rd March 9 


Pernenicx Sean a Torqua; 
. General Dealer 
. ‘orquay, 


CoLEs, Cougs, SUSANN AH Ocravia, Oxford April7 Galpin, Oxford 
Dswrox, WitrRED, Dore, Derby, Colliery Proprietor May1 Henry & Co, Sheffield 
Fam, Joanwa Ameria, Elm park grds, Chelsea May7 Cunliffes & Davenport, Chan- 


a Gusset, Bath April20 Bannatyne & Co, Glasgow 

Fiercurr, Witi1am, Stapleford, Notts May7 Parker Woodward, Nottingham 

@uuert, RicuarD, Graces rd, Camberwell June1 Sinnott, Bristol 

GorHoRPE, JAMES, Steningford Granges, York, Land Agent April 23 Wise & Son, 
Gorz, Ou. Jouann WitHELM, Manchester,Merchant May1 Vaudrey, Manchester 
Hatyorp, Cuartes Witsoy, Oxford April7 Galpin, Oxford 

Hvupsox, Rosert, Northumbrid, Joiner April 1s Douglas, Alnwick 

Jersoy, Cuan.oTre, Liverpool April 10 Mason & Co, Liverpool 

Joxes, Anne, Llandovery, Carmarthen, Innkeeeper April 16 Williams, Llandilo 

Losp, Mancaret, Woodplumpton, Lanes March 10 Clarke, Preston 

Manspes, Sorn1a, Southport April 30 J & E Whitworth, 
Muanswatt, Mary, Halifax May1 Longbottom & Sons, Halifax 

McDoyaup, ALexanpEr, Wilton, Wilts, Gent April15 ‘Wilson & Sons, Salisbury 
McDoxatp, Louisa, Wilton, Wilts April 15 Wilson & Sons, Salisbury 

Muss, Witi1am Parraiver, Ipswich April 9 Kersey, Ipswich 





Nort, Exvizasera, West Brompton April18 Blount & Co, Fitzalan House, Arundel st, 


Parker, Apamson Georae, Ecclesfield, York, Esq April18 Wake & Sons, Sheffield 

Parker, Harnett, Swainsby rd, Poplar April 10 Hulbert & Crowe, Broad st bldgs 

Parker, Hewey, Sheffield Aprili8 Wake & Sons, Sheffield 

Parker, ExvizaseTu 2arerert, Sheffield April1s Wake & Sons, Sheffield 

Parker, Kexyon Cuartes Sarmecurrs, Sheffield, Gent 
Sheffield 


PixyicEr, Curistoraer, Rockbourne, Hants, Farmer April 15 Wilson & Sons, Salisbury 
PoweE.t, Frepericx, Knaresbrough, Solicitor March30 Powell & Co, Knaresbrough 
Powen, Frepericx, Farningham, Kent, Esq April18 Bucknill, Raymond bldgs 
Purpy, James, Springwell, Durham March 30 Griffith & Co, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Joun, Blackpool 


April 18 Wake & Sons, 


Mar 30 Clarke, Preston 





Rawcutrre, G 


Manchester 








| Ruopes, Joun Epwiy, elt, Yorks,Grocer Wakefield 
Pet March 10 Ord March 


| Ricaarps, Danret, Devon “ sow apd Merchant Ply- | 
mouth Pet March 10 Ord March 


Ross, Siecan Lesure, Rochdale, Plasterer Rochdale 
Pet Marc! March 9 
Ryay, Witi1aM Josers, St John’s rd, 1 Physician 
hCourt Pet Marchi11 Ord March 
Sesrient, Anraur Epwarp SaunDERs, aan be 
Berks, t ford Pet Feb21 Ord March 10 
as: Jouy, Birkenhead, Builder, Birkenhead Pet March 
Ord March 9 
Sennen Wituram, and Watiace Sxawcross, Man- 
chester, Cotton a Manchester Pet March 


11 Ord March 1 
SPENCER, Winn, Netherseal, Leicester, Labourer, 
Burton on Pet March 9 Ord 


March 9 
SrackHousz, Wace. Burnley, Lanes, Milliner Burnley 
Pet Feb 29 Ord Feb 29 
Tuomas, ANTHONY ae Pontypeida, Painter 
Pontypridd Pet March 9 Ord Mare 
vo mg Wolverhampton, Hay Dealer Wol- 
ee. © eS 11 Ord March 11 
Wautiaas 1Lu1aM, D , Hotel _—— Aberyst- 
with Pet March 1 leona Masch 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Ayprews, Taomas, Totnes, Devonshire, Dairyman March 
24at10 10, Atheneum trree, Plymouth 
ASPINALL, a htcliffe, nr Halifax, Draper March 
23 at11 Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax . 


Aups.Ler, Grorer Grisenr, Uley, Glos, 
21 at12 Off Rec, 15, King st, Gloucester 
Baur, Atrrep C, Gt Portland st, I Publican March 20 
¢12 Bankruj tey bldgs, Care’ 


a 
ee Harry, “thot Staffs, Pemnter March 20 at 10.30 


ae Joun, Haverfordwest, Cabinet Maker March 21 
at3 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Bow er, THOMAS CHARLes, Wavendon, Bucks, Builder 
March 21 at 1 County Court bldgs Northampton 

Bow.ey, James Lyon, Tolpuddle, Dorset March 20 at 
12.30 


ury 
Burrows, A ed Banner st, St Luke’ *inco ee 
turer March 20 at 2.30 Bankruptcy Carey st 
Ouarrr en nr Norwich, Schoolmaster : elgg dhe 23 at 3 
Cc ae mq A Pk 5 at Gate, G: March 
‘OLE, RoBeERr, rocer 
20 at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Cooper, Syivanus Franois, Buckingham, Dra: March 
23 at 3 Bankrup — 


Bzynmawr, Brecons, Draper March 
h st, yo Tydfil 
Cues Guus ILLIAM, . Decorator March 25 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge sty Manch Manchester 
eine Joun, Hereford, Farmer March 24 at 10 2, 
Offa st, Hereford 


’ 


Chasere 2 nich 
20 at 


Drxoy, Faas and James Hersert Dixon, Kingston 
Tntte Monee ull, Marble Masons March 21 at 11 Off Ree, 

Epis, Legge Tne aan Carmarthens, Hotel Keeper 
March 21 at 11 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Epwarps, Josava, Fl Lancs, — April 10 at 

2,30 Off Ree, 14, Gaeat st, Presto 

Epwarps, Pryce, Arms, Salen, Malt Dealer 

March 26 at 10 4, Coun og, Leveniantes 

Everaut, Herren, Ludlow, Salop, Ironmonger March 26 

at10 4, Corn Leominster 

EveERALL, Tuomas, “Ludlow, Salop, Ironmonger March 26 

at10 4, Corn sq, 

Feryrton, BENJaMin, Preston, Lanes, | panel March 

20 at 2.30 Off Rec, 14, for Sua 

er ty Yoxfi os ttolk eh 20 at 11.45 


Guru, Tow , o=3 Llanwyddelan, Montgomeryshire, 


@ et od ng 
IBBS, by oy —_ eterinary Surgeon 
March 26 at 11 OM Bee’; Canterb 
#2, Castle s,¢ Geoser Mesth 


GairritH, Ropert, Groeslon, nr, 

20 at 12 Railway 

Heieuway, Ricuarp Tinsiey, sen., anc Ricnarp Tits- 
LteY Heicuway, jun., Glos, March 


Roserts, Joun tng —-. oy Denbigh, Builder 
Ban; Pet March 9 Ord March 9 } 


Roserts, Jonn, Lavender hill, Battersea April 14 Wheatley & Co, Lime st 
Rosissoy, Jonn, Northumberland, Farmer April 18 Douglas, Alnwick 
Rowsez. Ewity Isasetua, Church rd, Upper Norwood Aprilis C W Dommett & Son, 


Sanperson, Joun, Uxbridge rd, Ealing, Esq April 20 Chester & Co, Bedford row 
Toors, Gzorce, Portsea, Southampton, Baker April15 Lush, Southsea 

Turner, EvizasetTu, Hereford April 20 Humfrys, Hereford 

Warp, Tomas, Ashton upon Ribble, Lancs, Farmer Mar30 Clarke, Preston 


| Hoczons-Senvans, Wiutiam, and Enzvyestr Hotrorp- 
owes Lewes, Auctioneers March25at12 Off Rec, 

vilion bldgs, Brighton 

Huck, Rosert, and Rosert Gisson Huck, Preston Ric- 
hard, Westmorland, March 21 at 11.30 120 


hgate, Kendal 
— dighgate — Farmer March 21 


1 
J a? Rican, , Saddler March 
23 at 


| Horny, 
at 





Jonzs, G Boot 

21 at 11.30 10, “Atheneum ter, ——— 

Jongs, Sipngy AtLeN, Carshalton, Surrey March 20 at 

11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Locke, Grorce Henry, Laiconter March 20at3 Off Rec, 
1, Berridge idge st, Leicester 

Matrtsy, J. a Wituram, Morton, Derby March 20 at 12 
Of St ’s gate, Derby e 


Manspeipce, ye pper Shide, I W, Miller March 
23at 11 Off Ree, Ne +8 Ww 
MarGaketT, erryside 


Carmarthen, Draper 
2lat12 Of Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 
NeTHerso.e, WILLIAM, re Kent, oo March 26 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Can‘ 
Norrnover, James, Cerne, Dorset, a March 20 at 1 
Off Ree, Salisbury, 
ar be Egloshayle, Cornwall, Farmer March 20 
at 1 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
pagum 4 BR Saxelby, Leics, Grazier March 20 
at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 
Rowstaas, Txomas, Hartlepool, Fisherman March 20 at 
Off Rec, 25, John st, Sunderland 
Painter March 21 at 
Northampton 
ALLACE SaHawcross, Clayton, 


Moreans, 
March 


me S.... Tuomas, Ni 
12.30 County Court bl 

Suawcross, WILLIAM, and 
Manch Cotton Manufacturers March 20 at 12 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Rridge st, Manchester 

StatTer, WILLIAM, "Uneer te Gornal, Staffs, Builder March 
20at 11 Off Rec, Dudley 

Tay or,iJ ames, West icone IW > March 23 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, Newport, I W 


Tusmn Aeon Bedford te Solicitor March 20 at 2.30 
March 21 


ruptcy bldgs, Carey 
Toruiti, ZLEANORA, Newpart, Mon, 
at 12.30 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, 
TrEennoLme, Grorce, Thirsk, Yorks, Joiner March 23 at 
11.30 Court house, Northallerton 
Warren, Cnartes Freperick, Broadstairs, nd March 
26 at 12.30 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterb' 


Way, tome! March 21 at 12.30 

Wann, Joun, Seomenah, Mon, Butcher March 24 at 10 
2, Offa st, Hereford 

Worrn, Joszerx Henry, Cornwall, Plumber 
March 24 at 12 yy ye 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

Baxer, W, Gravesend, Confectioner Rochester Pet 

B Feb 13’ Ord Wine Stoke Holy Cross, Norfolk 
RKE EDERICK WILLI 0 

ANNorwich Pet March 9, Ord March 19 é 


Bateman, Jouy, Stamford st, Blackfriars, Commercial 
Tra High Court Pet March 9 Ord March 9 
ll 
a a | Maker Pembroke 


Bis Wittiam ORiax Bulwell, Confectioner 
"Nottingham Pet March 11 Ord March i) 


Brooke, ge raced Birmingham Pet 
Te 

Becuen, daha Loxuam, The Vale, Middle- 

sex, Artist High Court Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

Cameron, ALEXANDER DonaLp, eee > Sane High 
Court Pet March 


Coo W: td ie = High Court 
TLLIAM 
"Pet Feb 26 Ord March 10 


Daviss, Jony Farmer Hereford Pet March 
10 "Ord Marah 1 


10 
wth Willesden lane, Retail 


RicHarpsoy, 
High Court Pet Feb5 Ord March 7 
Grocer 





Of ‘ce! Glousester ‘Bank Bank chmbrs, Newport, 





21 at 12 
Mon 


gt eeceeaae 
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ees * Carnarvon, Farmer 
oe mange, Het Jet Or ar 0 Grocer B: | 

jarnarvon, er Bangor 
Pet Feb 17 Ord March'1i. 


Hamer, eae a a a, Builder New- | 
Jackson, WILLIAM, Walsall. Fruiterer Walsall Pet Feb | 
27 Ord March 10 


ae Ricwarp ‘Hipperholme, nr Halifax, Journeyman | 
Halifax P. Pet March 9 Ord March 9 
rd, Flour Dealer Wandsworth | 


Lams, Wiit1am, Blackburn, Clothier Blackburn Pet | 
Le —— in Licensed Victuall 
onn, Leamington, ie 
"Pet March 9. Ord March 9 hi 
Locks, Grorce Hevry, rl Hosier Hand Leicester 
Pet March7 Ord March 9 


Macpona, Henry Wri, ae rd, Notting y~' 
Commission Agent High Co: Pet 


Warwick 


Dec 
March 11 
Mityer, Joun Hevny, Gainsborough Lincoln Pet March 
11 Ord March 11 


Mupoy, Jony, Walton st, Pont st, —— Watchmaker 
High Court Pet Jan 7 Ord March 

Newport, Witviam Rosert, “ “past, ae Mer- 
chant Windsor y= a 8 —- March 

Parker, Joszrn, jun, Sac Durham, 1 ae 

Durham Pet March og Ord March 11 

Pom, Try H, Brook st, Havover sq, Gent High Court 


Mar 11 
Psev, Witi1amM Cuaries, Brook st, petted sq, Gent High 
Court Pet Dec3 Ord March 1 


Penny, Wesiey, afta. , i Farmer ‘Truro 
Pet March 7 March 9 


Pernerick, Arrnur Jony, Torquay, General Dealer* 
Exeter Pet March9 Ord March 9 





Ruopes, Joun Epwin, nt, cpg Grocer Wakefield | 
Pet March 10 Ord March 

Ricwarps, So. ty mg Merchant Ply- | 
mouth Pet March 10 Ord March 

Ricnarpson, Ferpinanp, South rd, Twickenham Brent- 
ford Pet Dec 24 March 5 

Ross, Atexanper Lesiiz, Rochdale Plasterer Rochdale 
Pet March9 Ord h 9 

Ryay, Wiii1am Josern, St John’s rd, Hoxton, Physician 
High Court Pet March 11 Ord March 11 

Spencer, Witi1am, Netherseal, Leics, Labourer 
on Trent Pet March 9 Ord March 9 

Strackxuovsez, Wi1i11aM, Burnley, Lancs, Milliner Burnley 
Pet Feb 28 Ord Feb 29 

Tuomas, Antnony TreGERTHAN, oe. Painter 
Pontypridd Pet March9 Ord Ma: 

Wueeter, Txomas, Wolverhampton, sere lee ‘Wolver- 
hampton Pet March 10 Ord March 11 


‘Woon, Joun Cunpetx, Suateriend. Surgeon Sunderland 
Pet Feb 19 Ord March 9 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Aguitace, Cuagtes 8., Buxton, Derbyshire, no occupation 
Stockport Adjud Nov 15,1894 Annul March 6, 1896 


Burton 


London Gaszette.—Turspay, March 17. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Arxiysoy, Boswett, een, nr York, Blacksmith York 
Pet March9 Ord Marc 

Backnovusr, Anvxiz, ‘Wistow ss ey, Yorks Kingston 
upon Hull Pet Feb 20 Ord 13 

Burynorz, Jonx, Millom,Cumbs Ulverston Pet Feb 8 
Ord March 11 


Bourcuer, Hervert, Cheriton, nr Alresford, oats, Baker 
Winchester Pet March 14 = March 
Cuew, Jony Tuomas, Bilston, Staffs, ont Ses 
‘Wolverhampton Pet March 14 Ord March 1 
Crarkz, Grorce nae Ley a tH Dealer 
Conroy, Arraur J, Boscombe, Bournemouth, Chemist 
one ater ns Gra Merch 13 Liverpoo! 
PER, JOHN ALFRED, iv 1 Pet 
March12 Ord March 12 


Dowson, Huan Grorcr, Egglestone Ab Yorks, Cattle 
Salesman Stockton on Tees Pet lz «Ord 
March 12 

ne, << Burgh, Lincs Boston Pet Jan 31 Ord 

Figup, Hzwry, Ash Vale, Surrey, Baker Guildford Pet 
March 13 “Ord March 13 . +e 

Fizvpina, MLET, or! Under Gamek 
Dewsbury Pet'March 1%, Osd Mash as peake 

Fow.sr, Wit11am, Landport, Hants, Bootmaker Ports- 
vei en Pet. March 12 


ty 4 anion 

ae ess, Ken 

‘ Fat Mach a i Ord March 14° ‘ 

ARRITT, AUSTIN. Penge Croydon Pet 
Feb il Grd hareh 10. 

Grezy woo! ‘om Ricuarpsox, Harp Sy ye 
Bplee, hiliors Manager Manchester Pet March 1 
Ord March 12 

ao. Ve Wildmore, loom Innkeeper Lincoln Pet 
Tuomas H, Charing Cross rd, Gent High Court 
Jan 2% Ord March 13 = 


March 13 
Louis, — ( as R E Garpr & Co), Porto- 
Ne ig Hill’ Clothier High Court pee Feb 
Lor, Joux Fisuen, Mark, Somersets, Farmer Wells Pet 
“March 11 Ord 14 
Printer Plymouth Pet 
High Court PetDec 19 Ord 


.- Wit114M, Pitegien, Shopfitter 
March 1 } ’ 





12 Ord 
Manet Bt Hele at 
March 14 





n> haa > py enor Aylesbury Pet March 

anagenen; ens OBARLES, Poskereel, Devon, Miller 
Exeter Pet March13 Ord March 13 

ManrsHALL, big Bhipto m Thorpe, Yorks, Farmer York 
Pet March 1 Ord March 12 

; Mepuanp, | delle ae, Devon . Hairdresser 
Plymouth Pet Marchi12 Ord 

| Onrry, Georesr Roseart, Prittenden, Kent, Miller Hastings 


et March 18 Ord March 13 
re ...., — Epwix, Norwich, Clerk Norwich Pet 


PARKER, Wisse oo tell Southport, Hotel Keeper 
Liverpool Pet March 12 Ord March 12 
re High Court Pet 


14 
Rees, Witu1aM oe =? Glam, Hosier Cardiff 
Pet March 11 Ord Marc 
Rosrxson, Seine. and . Srussins, Winterton 

Lines, oo Gt Grimsby Pet March 12 Ord 


March 1 

Saunpers, | Witi1aM Sours Maida Vale High 
Court Pet Feb 19 Ord March 

Suaw, Harry Percy, yogi Naturalist Shrewstury 
Pet March 12 Ord March 1 

Starer, Tuomas, Lostock G on al Ches, Grocer Nantwich 
Pet March 2’ Ord March 11 

Tay.or, Emma Jane, Pleasley, nr Mansfield, Notts Dealer 
in Hunters Leicester Pet March 13 Ord March 13 

Tuacker, Hersert Barrett, Newbold Verdon, pee, 
Draper Leicester Pet Feb22 Ord March 1 

Tomas, ny Cornisa, 8t Budeaux, nr | a 

utcher Plymouth Pet March12 Ord March 12 
Taru sad bye a Lay Mon, Clerk Newport, Mon Pet 
ch 13 
Tae, a, Hex, RY, Liangoren, Risen, Newport, Mon Pet Feb 
13 


Wissen, Jouy Samenan, Thurlow Park rd, Dulwich, 

Court Pet Feb 7 Ord March 12 

| Warrs, W _ 4G, Leamington rd villas, Bayswater High 

Court PetFeb12 Ord March 12 

Witcox, Frayx, Walsall, Grocer Walsall Pet March 13 
Ord March 13 

Wiuiams, Epwarp, Lianbradach, nr Caerphilly, ohn, 
Draper Pontypridd Pet March12 Ord March 1 

Witiiaus, Hevry, yt Glam, Provision Sale 
Pontypridd Pet March 12 March 12 

Wituiams, Tomas Exson, | md Licensed Vic- 
tualler Pembroke Dock Pet March 13 «Ord 
March 13 

Witson, Frank, Bradford, Yorks, Slater Bradford Pet 
March 12 Ord March 12 


Youncsonr, Tuomas, Marton cum Grafion, Yorks, Joiner 
York Pet March14 Ord March 14 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Arxtysox, Boswett, Knapton, Yorks, Blacksmith March 
24 at 12.30 Of Rec, 28 — te, York 


Bareman, Jouy, btamtor Inckfrlars, Co Commercial 
Traveller March 24 at v1 oo Pidgs, eo = 
Biaypes, GrorcEe | ata Hol 


March 27 at 2.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, * sieouia 

Boyes, Ty eae le Dale, Yorks, late Miller March 
24at3 Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scarborough 

Brown, Ht. Harborne, Birmingham, Builder March 25 
at 11 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Cameron, ALEXANDER a © aang od rd, Grocer 


March 24 at 2.80 tom, Beds, Up phalierer ed 


Cuapman, GEORGE, —~ 
12 Off Rec, St Paul 
CHINNICK, ope Barking, Bedford Dealer March 24 
at 12 Off Ree, 95, at chmbrs Temple avenue 
Cooper, Woae Brown, High st, lebone, Draper 
March 24at12 Bankruptcy bldgs 
Daviner, James Heaprorp, Birmingham, Provision Dealer 
March 27 at 11 23, Colmore, row, Birming! 
Davies, Bex, Lianelly, General Clothier Mareh 24 at 11.30 
Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 
Davusiyey, Hargret, Brynmawr, Breconshire, General 
Dealer March 25 at12 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Epear, Rosert Ricnarpson, St John’s terrace, Willesden 
i Retail + ea March 24 at 12 Bankruptcy 
aie oy. Tm, nr Birmingham, Baker March 26 at 
E D. > Lian , Cardigans, Cattle 
wean AVID, 
Dealer March 24 at 12.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Car- 


marthen 
Fie.ipinc, Hamuzr, Mirfield, Yorks March 24 at3 Off 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Gopparp, Water, Luton, Beds, Manufacturer March 

25 at 11.30 Off Rec, St Paul’s square, —_ 
Greenwoop, Tom Ricnarpson, Harpurhey 


25 at 3.15 iB Opuens 


— 25 at 1 2.30 ’ Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 


toi 
Heaton, Tuomas, West Hartlepool, Labourer March 24 
at4 Royal Hotel, West Hartlepool 
Horxiys, WIti1aM, Aberian, ¢ Glam, Grocer March 24 at 12 


Howstt, ¥ a ceek, Magus ot March 24 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Lake, Smox, Caledonian rd, Flour Dealer March 26 at 


11.30 Railwa 
Lez, Yous, he Sy tae Vi March 24 at 
12.30 Off Ree, 17, ‘ord st, 
aay Toms # Fi Farmer March 25 
at Off Rec, Corn st, Bristol 
et, Se, ee Miller 


Mangeats vane ps ma Dunkeswell, 
March 


at10 Off Rec, ia, Bed Bedford ci 
a, yon at Thorpe, Y¥: p hmege hw og 26 at 


16, Bioneyater Work 
Plasterer’ March 24 at 
epool =“ 


Off 
— James, West Hartl 
Royal Hotel, West 








Nasu, bee Hemel Hempstead, Herts, : 
25at3 Off Rec, 95, re cheabre, Temple we Ma 


Parker, i —s the , Dur' 
March 26 4 OF Ree 4 Ree, %, John st, 8 


PerHerick, pol Joux, Torquay, General Dealer Mary 
26at10 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Ruopes, Jonn Epwix, "Tanshelf, Yorks, Grocer Mareh 9) 
atll Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Roserts, Jonxy Tuomas, Colwyn Bay, Denbigh, Builiey 
March 26 at 2.30 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate my, 


Chester 
Ropinsoy, Goprrry, and Henry Srussivs, ‘Winterton, 
a bone J March 25 at 11 Off Rec, 15, Osborns 
st, 
nom OLIVER, 5 ter, eg cam Bootmaker March 
25at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care: 
Suaw, Jouy, a Builder Mar 25 at 12 Off Ree, 
35, Victoria st, Li 
naw, eg aon Shrewsbury, Naturalist March % 
Off Rec, Shrewsbury 
gaunienne Wim JAMES, Stanley rd, Croydon, Short. 
— Clerk March 24at 11.30 24, Railway app; Ion. 
on 
Spencer, ‘Wintsas, Netherseal, Leicestershire, 
March 27 at 12 Off Rec, 40, Ide wu tel «3 Derby 
Suppasy, Tomas, 
26 at 10.30 feyid Ree, County oe ty Market place, 
Stockport 


Uae, Georoe, Eland rd, Lavender Hill, Builder March 
26 at 12.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Winston, Cuanzits, Ulverston, Lancs, Grocer March 
4 at 3 Off , 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow ia 
Furness 





ADJUDICATIONS. 


Atkinson, Boswe.t, Knapton, nr York, Blacksmith York 
Pet March 9 Ord March 

Burcuer, Hersert, Cheriton, Hants, Baker ‘Winchester 
Pet March 14 Ord March 14 

Cuapman, GreorcGE, eats, Beds, Upholsterer Luton Pet 
March 7 March 12 


Ciarxe, Georce Epmounp, ae on Horse Dealer 
Py ha 

Cooper, Joun Aurrep, Liverpool, Painter Liverpool 
March 11 Ord March 12 


Davinee, = te. Heaprorp, Birminghas, eo ision Dealer 
Birmingham Pet March 10 Ord Mare’ 

Dowson, Hua Grorer, Egglestone bmw York oo 
ane 4 Stockton on Tees Pet March 1 


March 1 
i, , 5 nr Birmingham, Baker Birmingham 
Mardi 9 Ord March 14 
a. “3 OHN hy teh Baghaston, Cabinet Maker Birming- 
F — Dagbostes ro dabis bi Make Birmingham 
™ LoreENzo, m, Cabinet er Birmi 
et March 10 Ord March 14 
osm Hamer, a Yorks, seege Dews- 
bury Pet March 11 


Frorancz, James, Aston, nr 5 ont Butcher Bir- 
mingham Pet March10 Ord March 14 


Feip, Ricuarp, Sheerness, Greengrocer Rochester Pet 
March 14 Ord March 14 

GreENwoop, Tom  nerenehnal Manchester, Manager Man- 
chester Pet March12 Ord March 12 

Hau, Jonn, Wildmore, Lines, Innkeeper Lincoln Pet 
March 13 Ord March 13 


Harnamayn, Josern Tuomas, Birmingham, Drysalter Bir- 
i Pet March9 Ord 14 


HARLES Henry, Bradford on aren, Watchmaker 
Pet March 12 Ord March 1 
Hepner, Max — Avo.pu, New Zealand avenue, Pub: 
lisher h Court Pet Feb 20 Ord March 12 
Hitt, Joun Francis, Fey ey e, Kent, Licensed Victu- 
aller Rochester Pet 


13° Ord March 14 

Host, Wituam Hever, ee — 
Derby Pet March13 Ord Marc 
Jerrenizs, Taomas Cages, te Commission 
t Birmingham Ord 14 
Jones, Joun, Commercial rd East, Dairyman High Court 
J aon > Atay, Carshalt 8 Croydon Pet 
ongs, SIDNEY Ny m, Surrey 
Feb6 Ord March 1 


me. Jouw Fisuer, Mark, Restemntdhire, Farmer Wells 
Pet March 11 Ord March 1 
Maxcus, Deswans, Shiadiadons Factor Birmingham Om 


+ rT ~— 


Hart, 





POI a nek a Cuarizs, D 
Miller’ Exeter Pet March 13 rd March 13 
<y  ge Yorks, Farmer York 
Mazsrietv, Tuomas Kerty, Melrose grdns, Shepherd's 
ash, Gent High Court Pet Feb 4 Sond Marek 12 
Mensa, Nicuoitas GrorGes, = oy Hairdresset 
Pet March , Ord Mar 
ristol, ean Bristol Pet 
March 8 Ord March 12° 
Nyoayper, AXEL GagiBaup1, Dunstan’s hill High Court 
Pet Dec2 Ord March 11 
Ozprx, Gzorar Rosent, Prittenden, Kent, Miller Hastings 
Pet March 12 Ord 13 
Ossorng, oe ~ Epwix, Norwich, Clerk Norwich Pet 
March 12 Ord March 12 4 
PRorTHERo, —- Wi = Richmond 
Fwhaeg, Gescpeseial clak oy worth Pet March 
Rosinsow, me, and Heyny Srvssivs, Winterton, 
i Grocers ' Gt Grimsby Pet March 12 Ord 
March 12 
Suawoross, Witttam, and Wariace Sxaweross, Clayton, 
Manufacturers Manchester Pet 
March 11 Ora March 12 
Garey, Wisazam Sussex st, Pimlico High Court Pet 


13 Ord Jan? 
Tarr, z Bosent, Aventis, Master Tailor Guildford Pet 
Tv. Euua Janz, Market at Masbcniaeh, Leics, 
an tae Devonport Basher se, 
'oMAS, MICHAEL 18H, er 
Pet March 12 vise} March 1% 
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Ord 
Wuco Pass Walsall, Statts, Grocer Walsall Pet 
March 1 yy, ~ 8 High Court Pet 
ONEL, jurrey g) 
Wit 3 Ord March 12 


Sept 3 
1Eu1aM8, EDWARD, Llanbradach, hill *, + ~ aay 

sj Pontypridd Pet March 12 Ord Marc : 
Wa1ams, og Cardiff, Pet an 25 
iB Tuomas Etsox, ey Hye] Licensed Vic- 
toaller Ord March 13 
Bradford Pet 


Ws, Fe as, Brean, ¥ ne, Slater 
nae or! ater 

arch 12, Ord March 12 

Yonge 7 een Marton cum Gute, Yorks, Joiner 

Pet March 14 Ord Ma March 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Dacx, Rosert, Flegg Burgh, Norfolk, Market Gardener 
Great Yarmouth Adjud Dec 31, 1894 Annul March 
14, 1896 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
24,—Messts. — ~~ ey Tzwson Freckeld Gr & BrivGe- 


water, at the » at 2, Free Ground-rents, 
secured on at Camberwell Green and Den- 
mark ll ; ops and Houses 1s main thoroughfares 
of same neighbourh ‘ood ; Freehold Ground-rents, 
secured upon 29 and 30, Aldermanbury, City (see 
advertisements on page 3, Feb. 29, and on page 3, 
March 14). 

March 26.—Messrs. Epwix Fox & Bovsriz.p, at the Mart, 
at 2, Freehold Ground-rents, secured on p in 
the City of London, 
also Freehold Ground-rents, secured upon properties 
at Stoke Newington (see advertisement on page 3, 
March 14). 

March 26.—Messrs. Stimsos & Sons, at the Mart, at 2, 
House Property in Bermondsey, ‘old Kent-road, and 
Clapham -junction; and Leasehold Ground - =rents, 
secured upon 35 to 47 (odd), Faleon-grove, Clapham- 
— (see advertisement on page 3 of this week’s 








All leters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANOB, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
268. ; by Post, 28s. . Sonicrrors’ JouRNAL, 
268, Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volumes bownd 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt aw cal/, 
5s 6d. 











GOLICITORS and CAPITALISTS having 
Funds to Page ~ cag nag and woes 
Hendy, a 00" 3, —<“<—_ °° 


de a-rqured — Various. Sums—£250 
200—required on M: f Long Leasehold 
Sekly Houses; “od marginn.—A sees Dosen “at 


SPaorons and others will find a Happy 
oir for a Ward or Invalid in the house of a married 

medical man (without family) in Ki ; erate 
terms; best references —Ad Monsisos, Solicitors’ 
Office, 27, Chancery-lane, W. 


LAY. .—Solicitor (admitted) Tequires Con- 
pao | Veyancing or a gy ma 3 good ged 


AW.—A firm of Solicitors, having a large 
and varied practice, have Yh mer Far an Articled 
— who fa potato advantages to thoroughly 
= —Apply Lx, Harrison’s, 45, St. 


00D Se and Ty 

















- writer 


ington No. 2) pastes. immediately in owl 
Office in the Sonia W Ante ; 
Recessary.— A, estern District ; previous ex; 


by letter, statin . 
W. W., care of Moses, hite %& Sone 8, Floet shee B.C, 








Q)FFIORS for Solicitors in Bedford-row to 
Ground Floor ; four Fane and a 


teom.—apaly fo to E. Brouuzy, 43, 


Sg gm a —= 
Into by other Vehicles. Petites aon issued f "a, by, eing Baa 


aes Insur- 
8.W. 


ance Com ANY. Liurrep, 17, Mall East, Lond 
‘Agusta wentel, 


Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 
THE IMPERIAL iwsvrance company 
umiren, FIRE. 
Established 1808. 
1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000; Paid-up, £390,000. 
Total Funds over £1,500,000. 


E. COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager. 


Ree and LIFE INTERESTS 
in LANDED or pe es x lk aged 
a and Annuities 


VERSIONARY Any ifn, Zoot rye BOT TY (LIMITED), 1, 10, 
Established 


macy Ser feat tn00,000. 7 gg a OF pn Re 


C. H. CLAYTON, 1 Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON, } Secretaries. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 
(EstasiisuHsp 1828), 


Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and Personal 
Advan  Searene these od Mt ings Armee 
—1i, 's 
yard, Gucnan sae, E.C. 
HCENIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, LomBarp- 
STREET, and 57, Caanine-cross, Lonpox. 
Established 1782. 
Lowest Current Rates. 
Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 
Assured free of all Liability. 
Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 
W. C. Macponap, Joint 
F. B. Macpona.p, } Secretaries. 
Ns - NATIONAL REVERSIONARY IN- 
VESTMENT CO., LIMITED. Founded 1867. 
REVERSIONARY INTERESTS Absolute and Contin- 
gent LIFE INTERESTS, L’ POLICIES, and 
The Company pays all its own Costs of Purchase. 
Apply to ) SecreTaRy, 63, Old Broad-street, London, E. C. 
OLICITORS, TRUSTEES, EXECUTORS, 
and DEBENTURE-HOLDERS. ” ‘Traders’ Businesses 
carried on and realized to best advantage ; 40 years’ —. 
ence.—Izarp & Izarp, ae Valuers, and Accoun- 
tants, 52, Gracechurch-street, Lon: 

















ALUATIONS of Modern and Old Laces. 
Ripe pies ice given for Old Point and Modern Real 
Laces, 
Oxford-street, W. 


roideries, &c.—Haywanrp’s, 166 and 168, 
Established 1770. : 
O®! ENT COMPANY’S YACHTING 
CRUISES. 
For GREECE, CONSTANTINOPLE, &c. 

The Steamship ‘“* LUSITANIA,” eer tons register, will 
leave Londen 3ist March for a 47 days’ Cruise, “niung 
Seonaneit MauaGca, Parermo, Matra, Karaxouo, 
Lannanyny,t REUS Cs may A Devos, Suyena, swan, 
TINOPL: ANTORIN, TUNIS. LERS, eri t 
isth May, and London 16th May. at a 

For SICILY, VENICE, jonen, ALGERIA, &c. 

The “GARONNE,” 3,876 tons » Will leave 
London 22nd April, Capiz, Tanarer, Maraca, 
Pa.eRrmo, TAORMINA, Venice, Ragusa, Corru, Matra, 
PaILIPPEVILLE in ), GrBRaLTaR, arriving at 
Plymouth May, and London ‘30th May. 

String band, electric light, high-class cuisine. 
Managers: F. Green & Co.; Anderson, Anderson, & Co, 
Head Offices: Fenchurch-avenue, 

For particulars of the above and of later cruises a) to 
the latter Aeroet at 5, Fenchurch-avenue, London, Pied or 
to the West-end Branch Office, 16, Cockspur-street, 8S.W. 

ADAME erg EXHIBITION.— 
at 9 a.m. —. the Summer Months. 
Wonderfa adaitions a4tiene.. Bock eh to Baker-street Station. 
Trains and omnibuses all parts. Just added :—The 
King of Spain, oa a Holland, &c. a 
Drawing-room Tablea: ed 
music all day. ae ean, one Se a en 
arrangements. Popular prices. Every convenience and 
comfort. _ 
ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 














SWEET & MAXWELL’S 


NEW LAW PUBLICATIONS. 
Just published, 10th Edition, 2 vols., price £3 10s. 


SMITH’S LEADING CASES,—A Selection 
kg Crna et Ss a 
Just published, Third Edition, price 21s. 


MAXWELL ON THE INTERPRETATION OF 


STATUTES.—By ~ PETER BENSON MAXWELL, 
late Chief Justice of Settlements. Third 
Edition. By A. B. o. RS Seow Law. 
Just ‘published, price 3 price 14s, 
BOWSTEAD’S LAW OF AGENCY.—A Digest 


of the Law of Agency. By W. BOWSTEAD, Bar- 
rister-at-Law. 


Just published, Second Edition, price 5s., cloth. 


CLARK'S STUDENTS’ PRECEDENTS Ha 


CONVEYANCING.—Collected and ry Nd 
JAMES W. CLARE, 0-2. € Tassin's-tan, Eareister 
at-Law, late 2 Trinity Hall, Cambridge, an¢ and 


one of the Editors of “* Goodeve’s 
Property.” 
Ninth Edition, in 2 vols., price £3 3s., cloth 


TAYLOR ON EVIDENCE.—A Treatise on 
administered 


the Law of E' and 
e Law eo in England 


S conlialiin well done ; 
No lawyer who prides himeelf on the 
library can dispense with this edition.’’—Law Notes. 
SWEET & MAXWELL, LIMITED, 
Publishers of “THE REVISED REPORTS,” 
3, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, W.C. 


ADVANCES ON MORTGAGE AT FIVE PER 
CENT. INTEREST. 


HE BIRBSEOK BUILDING SOCIETY 


is make Advances 
HOLD TEASEHOLD HOUSES - SHOPS. also 
2. LICENSED one sum or 


H oo mee4 repayable in 
notice. — y to Francis 
Baveucenest, bmg Ss oe § - 
buildings, Chancery-lane, London, W.C. 
ESTABLISHED 1851. 


BIRKBECK BANK 
London. 











SAVINGS DEPARTMENT. 
For the encouragement of Thrift the Bank receives small 
sums on deposit, and allows Interest monthly on each 
completed £1. 





BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A HOUSE 
FOR TWO GUINEAS PER MONTH. 
BIRKBECK FREEHOLD LAND SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A PLOT OF LAND 


YOR FIVE SHILLINGS P&R MONTH. 
ALMAN. 


The BIRKBECK with full 
FRANCIS RA FT, Manager” 


post free. 
EDE AND SON, 


ROBE ASR wares. 


BY SPROIAL APPOINTMENT 
To Her the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Pome oc! toch Bench, Corporation of of London, &c. 








ROBES FOR quzsn's COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, 
ce) and Clerke of the Peace. 
; | Cor pereatiat Siti, eanaraneen re eer 
ESTABLISHED 1639. 





94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 





Stein a 


—, 
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RICHARD AMER, 


LAW BOOKSELLER, 
BS TA BLiIiSsS A BY 


CAREY STREET, 


LINCOLN’S 


INN GATE, 


PUBLISHER, BINDER, 
1s424 3. 


AND EXPORTER, 


LONDON, W.C. 


VALUATIONS MADE IN TOWN OR COUNTRY FOR PROBATE, PARTNERSHIP, INSURANCE, 4c. 


Law Lyrics, feap. 8vo, neat cloth, 1887 (pub. at3s.6d.) 2s. 
“* A very agreeable little book for an idle hour.” —Graphic. 
ba a pore Sketches from Life of most of the Judges and 
th ling Counsel aay practising in the several 
of Chancery. By A. Lounger. 3Nos. 6d. each. 
Lascelles’ Chart of English History for Students. 1s. 
Law Times Reports, 1877 to 1895, 37 vols., half-calf, £19 19s- 
Another Set, 1859-1868, 17 vols., cloth £4 10s. 
Law Journal oy mean in all the Courts, with Statutes and 
— 1853-83, about 91 vols., half-calf, 
partially new. A bargain £16 | 
Another Set, 1866-80, about 43 vols., half-calf, some new, £15 | 
Weekly Reporter, 1856-7 to 1865-6, 10 vols. £5 10s. | 





Jurist, The, containing Reports in all the Courts, Articles, 
Reviews, &c., 1837-1866, complete, 55 vols., half-calf, 
fine cop: £18 

Justice a "the Peace, 1851-1866, 16 vols., half-calf £5 5s. 

Statutes, — s Collection, M. C. to 1880, 6 vols., thick 

8vo, half-calf, £2 10s., or new half-calf, 3 10s. 

Another copy, 6 vols., cloth 18s. 

Statutes, Pub. Gen. , 1830-65, in 35 v vols., roy. 8vo, hf-of eb be. 

Statutes, Paterson’s Practical, 1849-1885, 87 vols. £5 10s. 


Another Set, 1851-1877, 27 vols. £4 10s. 
Another Set, 1852-1864, 18 vols. £1 15s. 
Law Reports Digest, 1865-88, 4 vols. 18s. 
| Fisher’s Digest, ate mage in 7 vols., new half-calf £2 10s. 
law  Guartesty Review, 1885 to 1895, a complete set in 11 


, in parts (pub. at 2 £6 10s.), £2 15s., or new half- 
waif, ‘neat £4 4s, 





Amos’ Regulation of Vice, 8vo, last edit., 1877 1s, 
Burn’s vain of the Peace, 5 thick vols., 8vo, last edit,’ 


scarce, £1 15s, 
Jarman Re Wills, 2 vols., royal 8vo, 1881 Us 
Prideaux’s Precedents, 2 vols., 1889, 16s.; 1893 298, 
Stephen’s Commentaries, 4 ealle,; 8vo, new ne -~cf., 1890, £2 5s, 
Taylor’s Law of Evidence, 2 vols., royal 8vo, 1855, 6s,; 

1858, 8s. 6d. ; 1864 12s, 
Vaizey on Settlements, with Precedents, 3 vols., sa 80, 

last edit., 1887-8 (pub. at £3 18s.) £2 Ms, 
‘Watson’s Compendium of Equity, 2 vols., 8vo, 1873 0s, 


White and Tudor’s Leading Cases in Equity, 2 vols., royal 
8vo, half bound, 1849, 7s. 6d. ; cloth, 1858, 8s. ; 1872, lds, 
William’s Executors, 2 Yols., 1856, 7s. 6d. ; 1873 16s. 


CATALOGUES OF NEW AND SECOND-HAND WORKS GRATIS ON APPLICATION, 
The ‘‘ Law Reports,” *‘Law Journal,” ‘‘Law Times,” and ‘‘Weekly Reporter ” bound at Office Prices, and supplied on day of publication, 


20 PER CENT. DISCOUNT OFF NEW BOOKS. 








PROBATE VALUATIONS 
JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, &c. 





SPINK & SON, Goupsmrrus anp Sriversmrrus, 17 AnD 18, Procanmiy, W., and at 1 anp 2, 
GRacECHURCH-sTREET, ConNnHILL, Lonpon, E.C., beg respectfully to announce that they ACCURATELY 
APPRAISE ag above for the Lzca Prorsssion ‘or PuRCHASE the same for cash if desired. Estab- 


lished’ 177 


ried the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.8.H. Prince Louis Battenberg, K.C.B. 





TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 
ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 


For Gentlemen —s the pwd ae privately. Terms, 
2; 
Apply to Medical BL sano-rsonay 
F. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb.), M.R.C.S. (Eng.) 


TREATMENT OF [NEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 
For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
R. WELSH BRANTHWAITE, 
Medical Superintendent. 








INEBRIETY, THE MORPHIA HABIT, AND THE 
ABUSE OF DRUGS. 


A PRIVATE HOME. 


ESTABLISHED 1864, 


For the Treatment and Cure of Ladies of the Upper and 
Higher Middle Sage suff from the above. Highly 
successful resul Consulting ician ;: Sir BENJAMIN 
WARD RICHARDSON M.D.,F.R.C.P. Medical Attend- 
ant: Dr. J. ST. T. CLARKE, Leicester.—For terms, &c., 
apply, Mrs. Turopatp, Principal, Tower House, Leicester. 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1890. 


BY SRE. AUTHORITY. 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 








a BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
“MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIA’ 


dissibution. SHARE in the a ~ a 4 Sates a 1 


engraved and rinted. 
SEALS S dectgnea’? and executed. No Barge! for Sketebee 


Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & 6O,, 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 


49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.C. (corner 
of Serjeants’-inn). 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 





| Qovrs, 








TO H.R.H. THE PRINCE OF WALES. 


— AND CO.’8 Al SAUCE. 


PRESERVED PROVISIONS. 


OTTED MEATS and YORK and GAME 
PIES, also 


J{SSENCE OF BEEF, BEEF TEA, 


([UBILE SOUP, and JELLY, and other 








QPECIALITIES for INVALIDS. 


CAUTION -—BEWARE OF IMITATIONS. 


Sole address : 
ll, LITTLE STANHOPE STREET, MAYFAIR. 


LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS, 


LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 27, CHANCERY LANE. 





ALEXANDER & SHEPHEAERD, 
PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS. 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 


NEWSPAPERS & PERIODICALS, 
And all General and Commercial Work. 


Every description of Printing—large or small. 





Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL Newspaper 


Authors advised with as to Printing and Publishing. 
Estimates and all information furnished. 
Contracts entered into. 


‘BREAKFAST-SUPPER. 


EPP'S’s 


GRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCOA 


BOILING WATER OR MILK. 





C. H. GRIFFITHS & SONS. 


The £5 5s. 
LEGAL NEST 


SHOULD BE USED BY ALL SOLICITORS, 
ACCOUNTANTS, &c. 


It is the most convenient and durable yet offered to he 
Profession. 


nsists of four superior japanned Deed Boxes, with fall- 
= fronts, and four com: ents in each. Secured by 
Hobbs’ Patent or other Loc Size, 20in. by 13in. by iin, 











Mounted on an elegant Iron Stand, with Brass Mountings. 


N.B.—A Second-hand Triple Nest, consisting of twelve 
fall-front deed boxes on stand, patent locks, and duplicate 
keys, £13; carriage paid in England. Also the “City 

deed box, 16in. by 12in. by 10in., at 10s. 6d, nett cash. 


Cc. H. GRIFFITHS & SONS, 
43, CANNON STREET, E.C. (Only Address.) 
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